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I NTRODUCTION

Combinatorial counting problems have a long and distinguished history. Apart from their intrin-
sic interest, they arise naturally from investigations in numerous branches of mathematics and
natural sciences and have given rise to a rich and beautiful theory. Ranking problems, which
consist in determining the position of a given element in a well-ordered set, are closely related
to counting. Random generation problems are less well studied but have a large number of
computational applications.

From the structural complexity viewpoint, the study of counting problems was initiated by
Valiant (1979). A parallel approach to random generation problems was proposed by Jerrum, Valiant, and Vazirani
(1986); in particular, they show how the standard reductionfrom generation to exact count-
ing can be modified to yield an almost uniform generator giving only approximate counting
estimates. They also locate the almost uniform generation and approximate counting prob-
lems for general NP relations1 within the second level of the (probabilistic) polynomial time
hierarchy (Stockmeyer, 1977). Finally, ranking has been studied by Huynh (1990) and by
Goldberg and Sipser (1991) that considered it as a special kind of optimal compression.

The aim of this thesis is to determine classes of NP relationsfor which random generation
and approximate counting problems admit an efficient solution. Since efficient rank implies ef-
ficient random generation, we first investigate some classesof NP relations admitting efficient
ranking. On the other hand, there are situations in which efficient random generation is pos-
sible even when ranking is computationally infeasible. We introduce the notion ofambiguous
descriptionas a tool for random generation and approximate counting in such cases and show,
in particular, some applications to the case of formal languages. Finally, we discuss a limit of
an heuristic forcombinatorial optimizationproblems based on the random initialization of local
search algorithms showing that derandomizing such heuristic can be, in some cases,♯P-hard.
More details follow.

Ranking. We extend some results about ranking for formal languages tothe case of NP re-
lations, a fact that allows us to introduce two new classes ofrelations admitting efficient (i.e.,
polynomial time) random uniform generation. In particular, we prove that the classes of NP
relations accepted by

(i) unambiguousauxiliary pushdown automataworking in polynomial time, and

1by NP relations here we mean subsetsR⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ such that, for everyα,β ∈ Σ∗, |β| is polynomially related to
|α| and the predicateα R β can be decided in time polynomial in|α| (whereΣ is some finite alphabet). For a more
detailed discussion, see Section 1.2.



viii

(ii) nondeterministicTuring machinesusings(n) space,i(n) inversions and having ambiguity
d(n) with s(n) · i(n) ·d(n) = O(logn),

are such that their rank functions can be computed in polynomial time. These results follow
from the techniques used by Huynh (1990) and, respectively,Bertoni, Mereghetti, and Pighizzini
(1994) for the ranking of formal languages. Hence, since we have also proved that efficient rank
implies efficient random generation, the above classes of relations both admit polynomial time
random uniform generation.

Ambiguous descriptions. To deal with the case in which ranking is computationally infeasi-
ble, we introduce a simple notion ofdescriptionof a combinatorial structure, together with a
corresponding notion ofambiguity, and study the problem of uniform random generation and
approximate counting for structures endowed with such descriptions. We prove a general result
stating that if a structureSSS has a descriptionTTT with polynomially bounded ambiguity andTTT
admits a polynomial timeuniform random generator (u.r.g.), then alsoSSSadmits a u.r.g. working
in polynomial time. If, moreover, the counting problem forTTT is solvable in polynomial time,
thenSSSadmits a fully polynomial timerandomized approximation scheme (r.a.s.)for its counting
problem. Here, the proofs are based on the Karp-Luby technique for sampling from a union of
sets (Karp, Luby, and Madras, 1989) and on Hoeffding’s inequality (Hoeffding, 1963), a classi-
cal tool for bounding the tail probability of the sum of independent bounded random variables.
Such general results can be applied to various classes of languages:

(i) We show that, forfinitely ambiguous context-free languages, a word of lengthn can be
generated uniformly at random inO(n2 logn) time andO(n2) space, usingO(n2 logn)
random bits. We observe that, in our model of computation, the same bounds for time
and random bits are obtained for the uniform random generation of unambiguous c.f. lan-
guage (Goldwurm, 1995). Similar bounds are obtained for thecorresponding randomized
approximation scheme. To prove these results we show in detail a multiplicity version of
Earley’s algorithm for context-free recognition Earley (1970). We prove that, for finitely
ambiguous c.f. languages, the number of derivation trees ofan input word of sizen can be
computed inO(n2 logn) time andO(n2) space;

(ii) We show how to generate, uniformly at random, words fromlanguages accepted byone-
way nondeterministic auxiliary push-down automataworking in polynomial time and us-
ing a logarithmic amount of work-space (Cook, 1970, 1971; Brandenburg, 1977). Also in
this case, we obtain polynomial time u.r.g. and r.a.s. whenever the automaton has a poly-
nomial number of accepting computations for each input word. Notice that such results
hold in particular for polynomially ambiguous context-free languages.

(iii) We consider the uniform random generation and approximate counting ofrational trace
languages(Diekert and Rozenberg, 1995). Finitely ambiguous rational trace languages (Bertoni, Mauri, and
1982; Sakarovitch, 1987) admit u.r.g. and r.a.s. of the sametime complexity of the algo-
rithms for their recognition problem. Analogously, we obtain polynomial time u.r.g. and
r.a.s. for the rational trace languages that are polynomially ambiguous.

Derandomization and combinatorial optimization. We focus our attention on an heuristic
suggested by Grossi (1999) for improvinglocal searchalgorithms. The basic idea is to use a
two phase (randomized) algorithm which in a first phase generates uniformly at random some
feasible solution and then, starting from the best solutionso obtained, performs a local search
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phase. For a large class of problems, such heuristic is knownto give (randomized) approxima-
tion algorithm with a constant performance ratio. We study in detail the case in which the objec-
tive function of the combinatorial optimization problem isrepresented by means of arithmetic
circuits: this is a quite common situation and applies to a lot of natural problems. Sufficient
conditions are known in such a case to prove that the first phase of the heuristic can be “de-
randomized” thus yielding to a deterministic approximation algorithm. On the other hand, by
investigating a problem of transformation between arithmetic circuits, we bring to light a limit
of this approach and show that “derandomizing” the first phase of the heuristic is, in some cases,
a ♯P-hard problem.

Structure of the chapters.

This thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 1 we introduce some preliminary notions and
definitions; in particular, in Section 1.1 we present our model of computation: the PrRAM,
which is a probabilistic version of the standard random access machine model endowed in ad-
dition with an unbiased coin tossing device. In Section 1.2 we recall the definition ofp-relation
(Jerrum et al., 1986), a fundamental tool to describe formally the problems we deal with in this
work. Section 1.3 concludes the chapter with a short survey on the known results about approxi-
mate counting and random generation, as discussed by Jerrumet al. (1986); Jerrum and Sinclair
(1989).

Chapter 2 shows how the cited results onranking for formal languages can be applied to the
random generation problem. First of all, in Section 2.1 the standard notion of ranking is recalled
and a proposed extension to the case of relations is given; hence, we prove (Theorem 2.1.1) that if
a p-relation admits efficient (i.e., polynomial time) rankingthen it also admits efficient random
uniform generation. Hence, in Section 2.2 we extend the result of Bertoni et al. (1994) about
the ranking of languages accepted byTuring machines with simultaneous complexity bounds
to p-relations (Theorem 2.2.1); similarly, in Section 2.3 we extend the result of Huynh (1990)
about the ranking of languages accepted by unambiguousone-way auxiliary pushdown automata
working in polynomial time top-relations (Theorem 2.3.1). Thanks to Theorem 2.1.1, theselast
results yield to two new classes ofp-relations admitting efficient uniform random generation
(Corollaries 2.2.1 and 2.3.1).

In Chapter 3, for the sake of simplicity, we turn our attention to combinatorial structures
introducing a general paradigm that, under suitable hypotheses, leads to polynomial time algo-
rithms both for random generation and approximate countingproblems. We begin by recalling
some useful definition in Section 3.1, adapting in particular to the case of combinatorial struc-
tures the notions ofuniform random generator(u.r.g.) andrandomized approximation scheme
(r.a.s.) given by Jerrum et al. (1986) for the case ofp-relations. In Section 3.2 we introduce a
simple notion ofdescriptionfor a combinatorial structure together with a related definition of
ambiguityand prove the existence of a polynomial time u.r.g. (Theorem3.2.1) and of a fully
polynomial r.a.s. (Theorem 3.2.2) for combinatorial structures admitting suitable (ambiguous)
descriptions. To elucidate such results, Section 3.3 presents some simple application of our
general paradigm to the case of union and product of combinatorial structures.

Chapter 4 gives less trivial applications of the results of the previous chapter. In Section 4.1
we show a polynomial time u.r.g. and a fully polynomial time r.a.s. for polynomially ambigu-
ouscontext-free languages(Theorem 4.1.2). Notice that even for finitely ambiguous context-
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free languages exact counting is known to be♯P1-complete2 (Bertoni, Goldwurm, and Sabadini,
1991b)). Our results depend on a multiplicity version of Earley’s algorithm for context-free
recognition; in particular, for finitely ambiguous c.f. languages, we give an algorithm comput-
ing the number of derivation trees of an input word of sizen in in O(n2 logn) time andO(n2)
space (Proposition 4.1.1). Then, in Section 4.2, we show that the class of languages accepted
by polynomially ambiguousone-way auxiliary pushdown automataworking in polynomial time
admits a polynomial time u.r.g. and a fully polynomial time r.a.s. (Theorem 4.2.1). Finally, in
Section 4.3, we give a polynomial time u.r.g. and a fully polynomial time r.a.s. for polynomi-
ally ambiguousrational trace languages(Theorem 4.3.1); in particular, in the case of finitely
ambiguous rational trace languages, such algorithms have the same time complexity as the al-
gorithms for their recognition problem.

We came back to the more general setting ofp-relations in Chapter 5, where we suggest
how the results given for the case of combinatorial structures can be generalized to the case of
p-relations. More precisely, in Section 5.1 we propose a generalization of Theorem 2.1.1 to the
case ofp-relations (Corollary 5.1.1) which, in particular, leads to a stronger version of Theo-
rem 2.3.1: this allows one to define a broader class ofp-relations admitting polynomial time
uniform random generations in terms of relations accepted by polynomially ambiguous one-
way pushdown automata working in polynomial time (Corollary 5.1.2). Sections 5.2 and 5.3
conclude the chapter by discussing some closure propertieswith respect to the union and com-
plement of the classes ofp-relations admitting efficient ranking and/or random generation.

As a very different applications of our results, in Chapter 6, we consider the case of (NP)
combinatorial optimization problems. After the very short survey of basic notions and defini-
tions of Section 6.1, we focus our attention to thelocal searchparadigm in Section 6.2, where
we recall the approach of Grossi (1999) for improving local search algorithms. The determina-
tion of new classes ofp-relations admitting polynomial time uniform random generators allows
us to introduce a class of NP optimization problems admitting a polynomial time randomized
approximation algorithm with a constant performance ratio(Corollary 6.3.1). On the other hand,
in Section 6.4, we show some negative results about “derandomization” and local search. By
studying a problem of transformation between arithmetic circuits, we show that, in some cases,
derandomizing can be as hard as solving a♯P-complete problem (Theorems 6.4.1 and 6.4.2).

2the class♯P1 is the restriction of♯P to functions having unary inputs.
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CHAPTER 1

PRELIMINARY NOTIONS

Bisognava concludere. Manifestai alla contessina Delrio ciò che sentivo di non
poterle dissimulare più a lungo. Si rassegnasse all’idea: le diagonali del paralle-
logrammo si secano nel loro punto mediano. E non è tutto: essene dividono l’area
in quattro triangoli equivalenti.

Carlo Emilio Gadda,La Madonna dei filosofi

In this chapter we introduce some preliminary notion and definition. First of all, we discuss
in some detail the model of computation we refer to in the restof this work. To this aim, we
present the RAM model together with a proposed probabilistic extension of such model: the
PrRAM; we also give an example of algorithm, discussing its implementation on such model in
order to elucidate some of the concepts here introduced.

Then, we recall the definition ofp-relation and discuss its relevance as a unifying tool for
the formal definition and analysis of various versions of combinatorial problems, in particular
with regard to the notion of self-reducibility.

Finally, we present a brief survey of known results on randomgeneration ofp-relations,
discussing in particular the relationship between (almost) uniform random generation and ap-
proximate counting.

1.1 The Model of Computation

One of the fundamental issues arising in the design and analysis of algorithms and in the inves-
tigation of the inherent computational difficulty of various problems is the choice of the formal
model of computation. Even though it is well known that all the “reasonable” computational
models are polynomially related with respect to the time andspace complexity, nonetheless
each model enjoys some peculiar properties that can help us in the choice.



2 PRELIMINARY NOTIONS § 1.1

The Turing machine model, for instance, with its primitive instruction repertoire, is suitable
for the investigation of negative results and lower bounds typically arising in the structural com-
plexity investigations. On the other hand, random access machines, or the arithmetic machine
model, lead to a more natural and easily understandable notation for the description and design
of high level algorithms.

1.1.1 The classicRAM model

Since the main aim of this work is to design efficient algorithms rather than to provide lower
bounds, we focus our attention on the RAM model, that we now briefly recall (for a complete
reference, and for a discussion on the Turing machine model,see (Aho, Hopcroft, and Ullman,
1974)).

Instruction pointer

Memory

Output tape

Input tape

Program

x1 x2 . . . xn

. . .y1 y2

m0

m1

. . .

Figure 1.1:A random access machine.

A random access machine(RAM) consists of a read-onlyinput tape, a write-onlyoutput
tape, amemory, and aprogram(Figure 1.1). The input tape is a sequence of cells each of which
holds an integer; whenever an integer is read from the input tape, the tape head moves one cell to
the right. The output tape is a (potentially infinite) sequence of cells that are initially all blank;
when a write instruction is executed, an integer is printed in the cell of the output tape currently
under the output tape head, hence the head is moved one cell tothe right. The memory consists
of a sequence of registersm0,m1, . . . each of which is can hold an integer; no upper bound is
placed on the number of registers that can be used.

The program is a fixed sequence of (optionally) labelled instructions that are not modi-
fied during the execution. We assume that there are input-output instructions manipulating the
tapes (read andwrite), instructions moving data across memory (load andstore), arithmetic
instructions (add, sub, mult, anddiv), branching instructions (jump, jzero andjgtz) and,
finally, halt to stop the computation. Each instruction manipulating data may operate in anin-
direct addressingmode (for example, for indexing arrays); the operand of suchinstructions can
be “=i” to indicate the integeri ∈ Z, “ i” to indicate the content of registermi, or “∗i” to denote
the content ofmj where j is the content ofmi.
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Semantic

Thesemanticof the computation of a RAM can be easily defined with the help of two elements:
an instruction pointerthat determines the next instruction of the program to be executed and
a memory map M: N→ Z that gives, for everyi ∈ N, the contentsM(i) of the i-th register,
that is the integer stored inmi. At the beginning of the computation, both tape heads scan the
respective first (leftmost) cell, the output tape cells are all blank, all the registers are zero (i.e.,
M(i) = 0 for all i ∈ N) and the instruction pointer points to the first instructionof the program.
During the execution the instruction pointer is modified so that the instructions in the program
are executed in sequential order unlessjump is executed,jzero is executed whenM(0) = 0, or
jgtz is executed whenM(0) ≥ 0: in these cases, the instruction pointer is modified according
to the label that follows the jumping instruction.

Instruction Meaning

read i M(i) takes as value the integer in the current input cell
read ∗i M(M(i)) takes as value the integer in the current input cell
write a V(a) is written in the current output cell
load a M(0) takes valueV(a)
store i M(i) takes valueM(0)
store ∗i M(M(i)) takes valueM(0)
add a M(0) takes valueM(0)+V(a)
sub a M(0) takes valueM(0)−V(a)
mult a M(0) takes valueM(0)×V(a)
div a M(0) takes value⌊M(0)/V(a)⌋
jump b the instruction pointer points tob
jzero b if M(0) = 0, then the instruction pointer points tob, else it

points to the next instruction in the program
jgtz b if M(0)≥ 0, then the instruction pointer points tob, else it

points to the next instruction in the program
halt the execution stops

Table 1.1:Meaning of RAM instructions.

The meaning of the various instructions should be clear to anyone who is familiar with some
kind of assembly language and is briefly recalled in Table 1.1where, for the sake of brevity, we
have denoted byV(a) the valueof operanda defined as follows:V(=i) = i, V(i) = M(i) and
V(∗i) = M(M(i)).

Given the semantic described so far, the computation of a RAMcan be essentially seen as
a (partial) function from the content of its input tape to the(non-blank) cells of its output tape
(defined whenever the computation halts). More formally, given a RAMP, with an abuse of
notation, we denote byP also the (partial) functionP : N∗ → N∗ such thatP(x1, . . . ,xn) is the
content of the output tape ofP (omitting the trailing blank cells) whenever the computation of
P starting withx1 . . .xn on the input tape halts; otherwiseP(x1, . . . ,xn) is undefined. The class
of functions so defined can be related to the class ofpartial recursive functions(Davis, 1958;
Rogers, 1967), it is in fact possible to show that (Aho et al.,1974)

Proposition 1.1.1 The class of (partial) functions that can be computed in theRAM model
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coincides with the class of recursive (partial) functions.

Computational complexity

To define thecomputational complexityin the RAM model we need to specify the time required
to execute each instruction and the space used by each register; to this end, two choices are
usually made up in the literature: theuniform cost criterionand thelogarithmic cost criterion
(Aho et al., 1974). We briefly recall the latter since we shalluse it for the analysis of the algo-
rithms that will be presented in this work. Letl(i) be the logarithmic function on the integers
defined by1

l(i) =

{

⌊log(i)⌋+1 if i > 0,

1 if i = 0

and define the (logarithmic) costt(a) of accessing the operanda ast(=i) = l(i), t(i) = l(i)+
l(M(i)) andt(∗i) = l(i)+ l(M(i))+ l(M(M(i))). Then the cost of the RAM instruction is given
in Table 1.2.

Instruction Cost

read i l (input)+ l(i)
read ∗i l (input)+ l(i)+ l(M(i))
write a t(a)
load a t(a)
store i l (M(0))+ l(i)
store ∗i l (M(0))+ l(i)+ l(M(i))
add a l(M(0))+ t(a)
sub a l(M(0))+ t(a)
mult a l(M(0))+ t(a)
div a l(M(0))+ t(a)
jump b 1
jzero b l(M(0))
jgtz b l(M(0))
halt 1

Table 1.2:Logarithmic cost of RAM instructions.

Some remarks

We conclude this section observing that the choice of the RAMmodel under logarithmic cost
criterion enjoys two important properties we look for in thedesign and analysis of the algorithms
presented in this work. First of all, the high-level language and structure of the RAM avoids the
need of the boring specifications usually arising when usingthe Turing machine model and
moreover it allows us to design algorithms that are easier tounderstand and more similar to their
implementation in today’s programming languages. On the other and, by taking into reasonable
account the size of the operands, the logarithmic cost criterion will allow the analysis of our

1All the logarithms in this thesis are in base 2, unless otherwise specified.
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algorithms to be realistic in the precise sense of the following proposition. Recall that two
functions f ,g are said to bepolynomially relatedif two polynomialsp,q exist such thatf (n) ≤
p(g(n)) andg(n) ≤ q( f (n)) for everyn> 0. Then, it is well known that (Aho et al., 1974)

Proposition 1.1.2 The time (and space) cost in theRAM model under logarithmic cost criterion
and in the (multi-tape) Turing machine model are (respectively) polynomially related.

This means that every algorithm we design on a RAM can be effectively implemented by some
fixed hardware so that the logarithmic time required by the algorithm on the RAM is polynomi-
ally related to the time required by the hardware to actuallycarry on the computation.

1.1.2 ThePrRAM model

Since a large part of this work is devoted to randomized algorithms, we need now to introduce
some probabilistic model of computation. Concerning the source of randomness, two choices are
usually present in the literature. The first, which characterizes the probabilistic Turing machine
model (Gill, 1977), is to enrich the deterministic model of computation with a device able to toss
an unbiased coin, that is to allow branches during the computation so that each of the two branch
can be taken with equal probability. The second choice, usually adopted when considering
models of computation similar to the RAM, is to enrich the deterministic model with one (or
more) coin of (different) rational, or even arbitrary, bias. It is clear that the two models have
very different computational power: if one has only a fair coin, then even the simple task of
choosing with equal probability between three numbers, that is rolling a 3-sided die, has no
algorithm that always terminates!

This asymmetry leads to different approaches in the design of probabilistic algorithms. The
first possibility is to focus on algorithms working inbounded time, which always terminate
but that, specially when using the unbiased coin model, can fail to produce their output ex-
actly according to a desired distribution. If this happens,there are two possibilities: a spe-
cial symbol can be output denoting the failure of the algorithm, or the algorithm may sim-
ply try to approximate the desired distribution up to some specified precision degree. On
the other hand, if one focuses onbounded expected timealgorithms, then even in the unbi-
ased coin model one can look for (possibly very slow, or even nonterminating) algorithms
whose output exactly follows a desired distribution, or canchoose to trade off the computa-
tion time with the approximation precision. Some examples of the bounded time approach can
be found for instance in the works of Jerrum et al. (1986); Jerrum and Sinclair (1989) and of
Feldman, Impagliazzo, Naor, Nisan, Rudich, and Shamir (1993), while examples of the expect
time approach can be found for instance in the works of Alonso(1994); Barcucci, Pinzani, and Sprugnoli
(1992).

Without going further into details, one has to notice that a bounded time algorithm using
a special symbol to denote its failure can, in principle, be iterated until success, leading to a
bounded expected time algorithm; on the other hand, a bounded expected time algorithm whose
output eventually follows exactly a desired distribution can, in principle, be prematurely halted
leading to a bounded time approximating algorithm. As one can conclude even from this very
short presentation, the difference between these two approaches is very subtle and often the
choice between them is a matter of taste, or opportunity, unless feasibility of the computational
model is considered.

As suggested by Jerrum et al. (1986), allowing the tossing ofan arbitrary (rationally) biased
coin whose bias depends on the input violates the philosophyof Turing machines, because the
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coin tossing steps of different biases cannot be implemented with a fixed amount of hardware
and in a fixed time. Feldman et al. (1993) in fact show that at least two coins of rational bias
are necessary to simulate an-sided die, unlessn is a power of two, and that the simulation of
every coin of rational bias whose denominator is less thenn with d coin flips requires at least
Ω(logn/ logd) differently biased rational coins.

Thus, to follow the principle of a feasible model of computation we have stated in the pre-
vious section, enforced by choosing the logarithmic cost criterion to allow a realistic analysis
of our algorithms, our choice of the source of randomness will be in favor of the unbiased coin
model.

Output tape

Memory

Program

Instruction pointer

Random tape

Input tape

xn

. . .y1 y2

m0

m1

. . .

. . .r1 r2

x1 x2 . . .

Figure 1.2:A PrRAM.

Our model ofprobabilistic random access machine(PrRAM) consists of a RAM machine
endowed in addition with a read-onlyrandom tape(Figure 1.2) and a further instructionrnd to
operate on it. The random tape is a sequence of cells each containing 0 or 1; when the instruction
“rnd a” is executed, the random tape head scansV(a) cell andM(0) takes as value the integer
number given, in binary notation, by the juxtaposition of the read cells. More formally, ifR( j)
denotes the content of thej-th random tape cellr j , when the random tape head is positioned onr i

and “rnd a” is executed, thenM(0) = ∑V(a)−1
j=0 2 jR(i+ j) and the random tape head is positioned

on r i+V(a).

Instruction Meaning

rnd a M(0) takes value∑V(a)−1
j=0 2 jR(i + j).

Table 1.3:Meaning of PrRAM instructions.
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Semantic

To define thesemanticof a PrRAM computation, we introduce the following notation: let
P(x1, . . . ,xn; r1, r2, . . .) be the (partial) function denoting the contents of the output tape (omitting
the trailing blank cells) at the end of the computation of thePrRAM P havingx1 . . .xn on the
input tape andr1r2 . . . on the random tape (whenever the computation halts, otherwise we let
P(x1, . . . ,xn; r1, r2, . . .) undefined). Sincer1, r2, . . . are fixed, the computation can be considered
deterministic and its semantic can be easily derived by the semantic of the RAM model dis-
cussed above and from the given meaning of thernd instruction. ThenP(x1, . . . ,xn) is defined
as the random variableP(x1, . . . ,xn;R1,R2, . . .) whereR1,R2, . . . are independent and identically
distributed Bernoulli random variables such that Pr{Ri = 1}= Pr{Ri = 0}= 1/2 for i ∈ N.

Computational complexity

Again, to define the computational complexity in the PrRAM model we need to specify the time
required to execute thernd instruction; to take into account the dimension of the operand also
in this case, we also assume that the cost of a “rnd a” instruction ist(a) (wheret is defined as in
the previous section). Moreover, together with the usual time and space complexity measures,
for the PrRAM model we can also consider explicitly the number of cells scanned on the random
tape, a quantity which we call thenumber of random bitsused by the computation.

Instruction Cost

rnd a t(a)

Table 1.4:Cost of PrRAM instructions.

Some remarks

We want to highlight again that, thanks to the choice for the source of randomness adopted in
the PrRAM model discussed in this section, we believe to haveattained our purpose to suggest a
model of computation at the same time feasible and of sufficient high-level to describe in a natu-
ral fashion the algorithms we will design in this work. As forthe RAM case, it is straightforward
to check that the following holds

Proposition 1.1.3 The time (and space) costPrRAM model (under logarithmic cost criterion)
and the (multi-tape) probabilistic Turing machine model are polynomially related.

1.1.3 An example of algorithm

All the algorithms presented in the following will be described using a high-level language,
usually known as “Pidgin ALGOL” (for its informal description, see (Aho et al., 1974)); what is
essential here, is that such algorithms can be translated into a RAM program in a straightforward
manner, hence we shall never be concerned with the details ofthis “compilation” process. In our
Pidgin ALGOL we allow the use of every kind of usual mathematical statement and program-
ming language construct such as expressions, conditions, statements and (recursive) procedures;
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moreover, the language has no fixed set of data types: variables can represent integers, strings
and arrays, or even more complex objects such as sets, lists and graphs. No attempt will be made
here to give a precise definition of all the constructs used aslong as their meaning will be clear
and their translation into PrRAM code is evident from the context.

Uniform random generation of integers

As an example of what stated in this section, we give an algorithm (Algorithm 1.1) for the
uniform random generation of an integer in the range 1, . . .N. We discuss its implementation on
a PrRAM and the consequent analysis of its complexity and correctness. We need to fix some
0< δ < 1 as an upper bound to the probability that the algorithm fails to give output according
to the uniform distribution, a fact that the algorithm will signal by use of the special symbol⊥
(we recall that this depends on our choice of an unbiased coinas a source of randomness).

input N
r ←⊥, i← 0
while i < ⌈log(1/δ)⌉ andr =⊥ do

i← i +1
generateu∈ {1, . . . ,2⌈logN⌉} uniformly at random
if u≤N then r← u

output r.

Algorithm 1.1:a uniform random integer numbers generator.

Consider first of all the implementation. The “deterministic” statements are all very simple
to implement on a RAM, as it is easy to verify; in particular,⌈logδ⌉ is a constant (independent
of the input), while⌈logN⌉ can be computed inO(logN log logN) time (see Lemma A.1.3 for
details).

On the other hand, for everym∈N, the “probabilistic” statement “generateu∈ {1, . . . ,2m}
uniformly at random”, can be implemented on a PrRAM essentially using just a “rnd m” in-
struction.

Concerning the correctness of the algorithm, if we denote byR(N) the random variable
giving the output of the PrRAMR implementing the algorithm, we are able to prove that, for
everyN ∈ N,

Pr{R(N) =⊥}< δ, and (1.1)

Pr{R(N) = n | R(N) 6=⊥}= 1/N, for everyn∈ {1, . . . ,N}. (1.2)

Here, equation (1.1) substantially tells that the algorithm gives a “correct” output with probabil-
ity 1−δ, and equation (1.2) states that, if the algorithm terminates “correctly”, then its output is
actually uniformly distributed over the desired range. Thefirst equation follows by noting that
the output of the algorithm is⊥ iff u is greater thanN for ⌈log(1/δ)⌉ times:

Pr{R(N) =⊥}= Pr{u> N}⌈log(1/δ)⌉

=

(

1−
N

2⌈logN⌉

)⌈log(1/δ)⌉

< 1/2⌈log(1/δ)⌉ ≤ δ,
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where the first inequality follows from the fact thatN/2⌈logN⌉ > 1/2, for everyN> 0. Moreover,
for everyn∈ {1, . . . ,N},

Pr{u= n | u≤ N}=
Pr{u= n}
Pr{u≤N}

=
1

2⌈logN⌉

(

N

2⌈logN⌉

)−1

=
1
N
.

Since the output of the algorithm, whenever it is different from⊥, is distributed asu condition-
ally to the fact thatu≤N, by the previous equality, we can finally derive equation (1.1). We can
summarize the result of this section as

Proposition 1.1.4 For every0 < δ < 1, there exists aPrRAM which, on input N∈ N, gives
in output an integer chosen uniformly at random in{1, . . . ,N} with probability 1− δ, taking
O(logN(log logN− logδ)) time.

1.2 The Notion ofp-Relation

We now recall a notion that allows us to formalize several kind of combinatorial problems. The
use oflanguages, i.e., subsets of the free monoidΣ∗(whereΣ is some finite alphabet), to describe
formally combinatorial problems is well established (see,for instance, Garey and Johnson, 1979).
In a similar fashion, one can also userelationsin Σ∗×Σ∗to describe, with “more richness”, such
problems. As an example, for a suitable encoding, consider the relations

(1) (F,τ), whereF is a boolean formula andτ is one of its satisfying truth assignments;

(2) (G,K), whereG is a graph andK is one of its cliques2;

(3) (n,P), wheren∈ N is a positive integer andP is the set of partitions ofn;

(4) (G,K), whereK is a (induced) subgraph3 of G.

The use of relations instead of languages is more rich in the sense that they enable us to
define several “versions” of a combinatorial problem in a natural way. Given someR⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗,
defineR(α) = {β ∈ Σ∗ : α Rβ}, for everyα ∈ Σ∗. Then, for some fixed relationR, one have the
following kinds of problems

(a) decision: givenα ∈ Σ∗, decide whether there exists someβ ∈ R(α);

(b) construction: givenα ∈ Σ∗, construct, if it exists, someβ ∈ R(α);

(c) counting: givenα ∈ Σ∗, count the number ofβ ∈ R(α);

(d) random generation: givenα ∈ Σ∗, generate an element ofR(α) uniformly at random.

Note on passing that, as we will see in Chapter 6, also combinatorial optimizationproblems can
be defined in a natural way using relations.

Such a unifying view of combinatorial problems by means of relations has appeared in the
literature in the form ofstring relationsby Garey and Johnson (1979) and ofsearch functionsby
Valiant (1978). It is used in this thesis mainly to relate generation problems, which are the main
subject of this work, to more familiar combinatorial problems such as existence and counting.

2K is a subset of the vertices ofG such that every pair of vertices inK are joined by an edge inG.
3K is an induced subgraph ofG if it is isomorphic to a (proper) subgraph ofG.
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1.2.1 p-Relations

A class of relations inΣ∗×Σ∗ of particular interest is the subclass of the relations thatcan be
“checked efficiently”; more formally, Jerrum et al. (1986) give the following:

Definition 1.2.1 A relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is a p-relationif

(i) there exists a polynomial p for which|β|= p(|α|) for everyα,β ∈ Σ∗ such thatα Rβ;

(ii) the relation R can be decided4 in polynomial time.

Two remarks are in order. First, we observe that, without loss of generality, for the sake of
simplicity we fix |β| = p(|α) while the original definition of Jerrum et al. (1986) asks only that
|β| ≤ p(|α|). Second, here and in the following, by an abuse of notation, for everyp-relation,
by the same letter “p” we will always (implicitly) denote the polynomial whose existence is
required by the definition.

Note, for instance, that examples (1) and (2) above are obviously p-relations, whereas exam-
ple (3) evidently violates condition (i) of Definition 1.2.1and example (4) violates condition (ii)
of the same definition unless P= NP.

Finally, observe that it is not difficult to realize that the above mentioned versions (a) and (c)
of combinatorial problems give rise, in the case ofp-relations, to the well known classes NP,
of decision problems (Garey and Johnson, 1979) and, respectively, ♯P, of counting problems
(Valiant, 1979).

1.2.2 Self-reduciblep-relations

We now recall the definition ofself-reducible p-relation as introduced by Schnorr (1976); Jerrum et al.
(1986):

Definition 1.2.2 A p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is self-reducible if there exist two polynomial time
computable functionsψ : Σ∗×Σ∗→ Σ∗ andσ : Σ∗→N such that, for everyα,ω,β = b1 . . .bn ∈
Σ∗,

(i) σ(α) = O(log|α|),

(ii) R(α) 6=∅ impliesσ(α)> 0,

(iii) |ψ(α,ω)| ≤ |α| and

(iv) α Rβ iff ψ(α,b1 . . .bσ(α)) R bσ(α)+1 . . .bn.

Intuitively, a relation is self-reducible if, for every elementα of its domain, given a small
(logarithmic) prefixb1 . . .bσ(α) of a relatedβ, it is possible to efficiently compute a smaller (w.r.t.
α) element of its domainψ(α,b1 . . .bσ(α)) that is in relation with the suffixbσ(α)+1 . . .bn of β.

Consider, for instance, the relation of example (1) above. Let F be a boolean formula on
the variablesv1, . . . ,vn andτ : {v1, . . . ,vn} → {true, false} be a satisfying truth assignment for
it. By substituting inF the valuesτ(v1), . . . ,τ(vlogn) in place of the variablesv1, . . . ,vlogn, one

4that is, the language{α♦β : α,β ∈ Σ∗,α Rβ}, where♦ is some symbol not belonging toΣ, belongs to P.
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(efficiently) obtains a new formulaF ′ smaller (with less variables, and hence shorter) thanF. It is
also evident that ifv′1, . . . ,v

′
n−logn are the variables ofF ′, thenτ′ : {v′1, . . . ,v′n−logn}→{true, false}

defined asτ′(v′i) = τ(vi+logn) for 1≤ i ≤ n− logn is a satisfying truth assignment forF ′. Hence,
such ap-relation is self-reducible.

Not every p-relation is self-reducible

The notion of self-reducibility is very natural and appliesto many of the well known combi-
natorial problems to the extent that Jerrum et al. (1986) state that “problems which cannot be
formulated in a self-reducible way seem to be the exception rather than the rule”. Nonetheless,
here we want to note that there are some very natural cases of relations which do not enjoy this
property and this fact is very relevant for this thesis, as wediscuss in the following.

A natural class ofp-relations can be defined by means of formal languages. For a fixed
L ⊆ Σ∗, we define the correspondingslice relation RL asan RL α iff α ∈ Σn∩L (for some fixed
a∈ Σ).

Take now as example the regular languagecd∗ of words beginning with a letterc followed
by any number ofd’s. It is very simple to conclude that its corresponding slice relation is not
self-reducible. For every functionσ,ψ (since for everyn > 0 it must beσ(an) > 0), every
suffix bσ(an)+1 . . .bn of cd∗ will be made only ofd’s, but no word of this kind belongs to the
original regular language. Hence, whichever is the lengthm such that 1m = ψ(1n,b1 . . .bσ(an)),
condition (iv) of Definition 1.2.2 can never hold.

1.3 A Short Survey

In this section we want to briefly summarize some relationship between uniform random gen-
eration, approximate counting and other “versions” of combinatorial problems as discussed by
Jerrum et al. (1986); Jerrum and Sinclair (1989).

1.3.1 Basic definitions

First of all, we recall some basic definitions of Jerrum et al.(1986) we here adapt to our notation,
for the sake of consistency with the following chapters5. We begin with random generation:

Definition 1.3.1 An algorithmA is analmost uniform generatorfor a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ iff,
for everytoleranceε ∈ (0,1) andα ∈ Σ∗ such that R(α) 6=∅,

(i) A on inputα,ε gives outputA(α,ε) ∈R(α)∪{⊥},

(ii) for every6 β ∈R(α), (1− ε)/#R(α) ≤ Pr{A(α,ε) = β | A(α,ε) 6=⊥} ≤ (1+ ε)/#R(α),

(iii) Pr{A(α,ε) =⊥}< 1/4.

5however, it remains an easy task to verify that the all the definitions we give here, are, to our aim, equivalent to
the original one.

6in the following, to avoid confusion with| · | which will be used to denote bote the size of an object in a combi-
natorial structure and the length of a word in a formal language, we denote by #A the cardinality of the setA.
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Moreover, an almost uniform generator is saidfully polynomial iff it works in time polynomial
in |α| and log(1/ε).

Observe that the inclusion of the logarithm means that a fully polynomial almost uniform gener-
ator can, at a modest computational expense, achieve an output distribution which is very close
to uniform. If we let the toleranceε = 0, we get the following

Definition 1.3.2 An algorithmA is anexact uniform generatorfor a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ iff,
for everyα ∈ Σ∗ such that R(α) 6=∅,

(i) A on inputα gives outputA(α) ∈ R(α)∪{⊥},

(ii) Pr{A(α) = β | A(α) 6=⊥}= 1/#R(α), for everyβ ∈ R(α), and

(iii) Pr{A(α,ε) =⊥}< 1/4.

We now turn to counting, more precisely, to approximate counting algorithm, in the sense of
Stockmeyer (1983); Jerrum et al. (1986).

Definition 1.3.3 An algorithmA is a randomized approximate counterwithin ratio ρ : N→ R+

for a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ iff, for everyα ∈ Σ∗ such that R(α) 6=∅,

(i) A on inputα gives outputA(α) ∈Q∪{⊥},

(ii) Pr{1/ρ(|α|) ≤ A(α)/#R(α) ≤ ρ(|α|) | A(α) 6=⊥}> 3/4 and

(iii) Pr{A(α) =⊥}< 1/4.

Definition 1.3.4 An algorithmA is a randomized approximation schemefor a p-relation R⊆
Σ∗×Σ∗ iff, for everyα ∈ Σ∗ such that R(α) 6=∅ and everyε ∈ (0,1),

(i) A on inputα,ε gives outputA(α,ε) ∈Q∪{⊥},

(ii) Pr{(1− ε)#R(α)≤ A(α,ε) ≤ (1+ ε)#R(α) | A(α,ε) 6=⊥}> 3/4 and

(iii) Pr{A(α,ε) =⊥}< 1/4.

Moreover, a randomized approximation scheme is said to befully polynomial timewhenever it
works in time polynomial in n and1/ε.

We conclude this section noting that the constants 1/4 and 3/4 present in the definitions of
(almost) uniform generator, randomized approximate counter and approximation scheme can be
replaced by other suitably chosen constants, leaving such definitions substantially unchanged by
essentially the same arguments discussed in Section 3.1.
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1.3.2 A theoretical solution to random generation

A widely discussed topic in the literature is the strict relationship existing between the problem
of counting and generating combinatorial objects. This relationship is made precise in the work
of Jerrum et al. (1986) by means of oracle (probabilistic) Turing machines with oracles in the
polynomial hierarchy (Stockmeyer, 1977).

Here, we want only to briefly recall that aTuring machine with oracle O⊂ Σ∗ is a Turing
machine7 endowed in addition with anoracle tapeand a distinguishedquery state. The com-
putation of such machine can be described as for the standardTuring machine except for the
fact that when the machine enters the query state, with the string ω written on the oracle tape,
the “oracle” answers the question “ω ∈O” by replacing, in one single move, the contents of the
oracle tape with (a suitable encoding of) “yes/no”. Thepolynomial hierarchyof Stockmeyer is
defined building a hierarchy of classes of languages by meansof such oracle Turing machines
(see (Stockmeyer, 1977) for more details and for a definitionof the classes of formal languages
ΣP

n).

For the case of exact uniform generation, Jerrum et al. (1986) prove the following

Proposition 1.3.1 Let R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ be a p-relation. Then there exists a polynomial time oracle
(probabilistic) Turing machine that is an exact uniform generators for R either taking a suitable
oracle in♯P, or in ΣP

2.

In the case of almost uniform generation, a weaker request for the oracle is possible; again
Jerrum et al. (1986) show the following

Proposition 1.3.2 Let R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ be a p-relation. Then there exists an oracle (probabilistic)
Turing machine, with a suitable oracle inNP (ΣP

1), which is an almost uniform generator for R
working in time|α| and1/ε.

Observe that a usual computational complexity conjecture is that the classes NP,♯P andΣP
2

containhighly intractableproblems (see, for instance Balcázar, Díaz, and Gabarró, 1995); for
this reason, the above mentioned results are to be considered mainly of theoretical interest.

1.3.3 Relationships with other versions of combinatorial problems

In this subsection we discuss the relationships of the random generation problem with other
versions of combinatorial problems: namely the decision and counting versions.

It is clear that a procedure for counting the elements ofR(α) must in particular decide if
R(α) =∅, and hence counting is computationally at least as hard as decision. The first evidence
that the counting version can be harder than the decision onefor significant natural problems
was proven by Valiant (1979). Consider thep-relation(G,M) whereG= 〈V,E〉 is a graph and
M ⊆E is aperfect matching8 of G; Valiant showed that counting the number of perfect matching
in a bipartite graph (or, equivalently, to compute the permanent of a{0,1} valued matrix) is
♯P-complete and hence likely to be computationally intractable, whereas deciding whether a

7see Section 2.2 for further details on Turing machines, and Garey and Johnson (1979) for a formal definition of
the oracle model.

8a perfect matching of a graph is a set of edges such that every node of the graph is the endpoint of precisely one
edge in the match.
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bipartite graph contains a perfect matching (or, equivalently, deciding if the permanent of a
{0,1} valued matrix is non-zero) is in P, by virtue of the classical“augmenting path” algorithm.

Now we give some evidence that uniform generation is, from the computational complexity
point of view, somewhere in between decision and counting.

As an example of the fact that the uniform generation versionof a problem can be harder than
the construction (and hence decision) one, consider thep-relationR1 = (G,c) whereG= 〈V,E〉
is a directed graph andc is a directed simple cycle ofG. As one can verify, the decision version
of the combinatorial problem given by the relationR1 is easily solvable; even the construction
version: given a graphG, to output one of its (directed, simple) cycles, is clearly in P. Nonethe-
less, Jerrum et al. (1986) proved the following

Proposition 1.3.3 If there exists a polynomial time uniform generator for R1, thenNP= RP.

Hence, as an example of the fact that the uniform generation version can be easier than the
counting one, consider thep-relationR2 = (F,τ) whereF is a boolean formula in disjunctive
normal form (DNF), andτ is one of its satisfying assignments. One can verify (Jerrumet al.,
1986) that the counting problem forR2 is ♯P-complete, a fact that comes from a reduction from
the analogous problem for conjunctive normal form (CNF) boolean formulas which has been
proven♯P-complete by Simon (1977). Nonetheless, Jerrum et al. (1986) prove the following

Proposition 1.3.4 There exists a polynomial time uniform generator for R2.

1.3.4 Almost uniform generation and approximate counting

Going back to almost uniform generation, one finds again a strong relationship with approximate
counting. LetR⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ be a self-reduciblep-relation and letψ andσ be the functions cited
in Definition 1.2.2. For someα ∈ Σ∗ belonging to the domain ofR, define thetree of derivations
(for more details, see Jerrum and Sinclair, 1989)TR(α) of R as the tree whose vertices are pairs
v= (δ,γ) ∈ Σ∗×Σ∗ such that

(a) the root is(α,ε), whereε is the empty word;

(b) for any other nodev= (δ,γ)

– if |δ|= 1, thenv is a leaf, otherwise

– if |δ|> 1, thenvhas a childvω =(ψ(δ,ω),γ ·ω) for everyω∈Σσ(γ) such thatR(ψ(δ,ω)) 6=
∅.

It should be clear that the second part of all the vertices aredistinct and that the second part of
the leaves are precisely the elements ofR(α), without repetitions. The bounds onψ andσ in the
definition of self-reducibility ensure that the depth ofTR(α) and the number of children of every
vertex ofTR(α) are bounded by a polynomial in|α|.

Most known uniform generation algorithms for combinatorial structures (see, for example
the book of Nijenhuis and Wilf (1978), or even Algorithm 4.1 of Section 4.1.1) may be viewed
as instances of the following reduction to the corresponding counting problem. Given that the
structures are described by a self-reducible relationR, select a random path from the root of
TR to a leaf, at each stage choosing the next edge with probability proportional to the number
of solutions in the maximal subtree rooted at its lower end. This information may be obtained
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from a counter which evaluates the function #R(ω) for appropriateω in the tree. Moreover,
by appending a correction process (based on the a posterioriprobability of the path), such a
procedure can be made to work even if the counter is slightly inaccurate.

More formally, letR⊆ Σ∗× Σ∗ be a self-reduciblep-relation such that|β| = O(|α|κR) if
α Rβ, for someκR > 0. Then, Jerrum et al. (1986) have proven that

(i) if there exists a polynomial time randomized approximate counter forR within ratio 1+
|α|κR, then there exists a fully polynomial time almost uniform generator forR;

(ii) if there exists a polynomial time almost uniform generator for Rwith tolerance|α|2κR, then
there exists a fully polynomial time randomized approximate counter forR.

This, in particular, implies that the following holds

Proposition 1.3.5 Let R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ be a self-reducible p-relation. Then there exists a fully poly-
nomial time randomized approximate counter for R iff there exists a fully polynomial time almost
uniform generator for R.

On the other hand, when a rather cruder counting informationis available (to within a con-
stant factor, say) the above mentioned scheme of random generation through (approximate)
counting breaks down owing to the accumulation of errors which are too large to be corrected. In
such a case a more flexible and self-correcting approach is taken by Jerrum and Sinclair (1989)
in which a random process moves dynamically around the treeTR, with backtracking allowed.
The generator hence views the vertices of the tree as the states of a Markov chain in which there
is a non-zero transition probability between two states iffthey are adjacent inTR. The transition
probability themselves are computed with the aid of the crude approximate counter. Clearly,
all states communicate, so that, leaving aside questions ofperiodicity, if the chain is allowed to
evolve fort steps (from any initial state), the distribution of its finalstate approaches a unique
stationary distribution ast→ ∞. If the transition probabilities are such that the stationary distri-
bution is uniform over the leaves ofTR, then one gets an almost uniform generator by simulating
the Markov chain for sufficiently many steps.

The study of therapid mixingproperty of such a chain, i.e., the speed of the convergence of
the chain to the stationary distribution, is one of the main result of Jerrum and Sinclair (1989).
Thanks to a very sophisticated analysis, the authors are able to prove that, ifR⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is a
self-reduciblep-relation for which there exists a polynomial randomized approximate counter
within ratio 1+O(|α|κ) for somearbitrary κ ∈R, then

(i) there exists a fully polynomial almost uniform generator for R, and

(ii) there exists a fully polynomial approximation scheme for R.

This fact, in particular, proves that approximation counting problems, in the case ofp-
relation, cannot give rise to an “approximation hierarchy”of relations (as, for instance, in the
case of combinatorial optimization problems, as discussedin Section 6.1.2). From the previous
results, in fact, one can obtain the following surprising

Proposition 1.3.6 Let R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ be a self-reducible p-relation. Let A⊂ R such that there
exists a polynomial randomized approximate counter withinratio 1+O(|α|κ) for someκ ∈ A.
Then, either A=∅, or A= R.





CHAPTER 2

UNIFORM RANDOM GENERATION

THROUGH RANKING

Così si potesse dimezzare ogni cosa intera, . . . così ognuno potesse uscire dalla
sua ottusa e ignorante interezza. . . Se mai diventerai metà di te stesso, e te l’auguro,
ragazzo, capirai cose al di là della comune intelligenza deicervelli interi. Avrai
perso metà di te e del mondo, ma la metà rimasta sarà mille volte più profonda e
preziosa.

Italo Calvino,Il visconte dimezzato

In this chapter we discuss how to apply the concept ofranking to the problem of uniform
random generation ofp-relations. To this end, we briefly recall the concept of ranking for
formal languages and suggest an extension of such concept tothe case of relations. Then we
prove a theorem stating that if ap-relation is rankable in polynomial time, then it admits a
polynomial time uniform random generator. Finally, we extend some known results on ranking
for formal languages to the case ofp-relations, a fact that allows us to introduce two new classes
of polynomial time rankablep-relations.

2.1 Ranking p-Relations and Uniform Random Generation

Suppose that, given a totally ordered set of objects, we are able to tell how many they are and
also to determine each of them once its position in the order is given. Then, to generate such
objects uniformly at random, we can simply pick an integer uniformly at random between 1 and
their total number, returning then the corresponding object. We now show how this argument
can be made precise in the case ofp-relations.
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2.1.1 The ranking for formal languages

Suppose that4 is a total order relation over some finite alphabetΣ, then this order can be
extended to a total order relation4LEX over the elements ofΣ∗, called lexicographic order: if
ω,ω′ ∈ Σ∗, thenω 4LEX ω′ iff either ωσ = ω′, or ω = γaσ, ω′ = γbσ′ with a 4 b anda 6= b
(whereγ,σ,σ′ ∈ Σ∗ anda,b∈ Σ). Hence, we have the following

Definition 2.1.1 The rank rL of a formal language L is the function rL : Σ∗ → N defined as
rL(ω) = #{ω′ : ω′ ∈ L, |ω′| < |ω| or |ω′| = |ω| andω′ 4LEX ω}; conversely, theunrankuL is a
function uL : N→ Σ∗ such that uL(n) = ω, whereω satisfies rL(ω) = n and for everyω′ 4LEX ω,
rL(ω′)< n (here we assume|L|= ∞).

The complexity of computing the rank function has been studied in (Goldberg and Sipser,
1991) where it has been considered as a special kind of optimal compression: ranking is in
fact related to the more general problem of storing and retrieving strings efficiently, a task very
similar to the one we sketched at the beginning of this section. As one can verify, the ranking
of every language in P belongs to♯P; in particular, several languages in P are very hard to
rank. This is the case, for example, of languages accepted bynondeterministic log-time bounded
Turing machines, log-space bounded deterministic Turing machines, one-way nondeterministic
log-space bounded Turing machines, uniform families of constant depth and polynomial size
unbounded fan-in circuits, CRCW P-RAM working in constant time with a polynomial number
of processor, two-way deterministic checking stack automata, two-way deterministic pushdown
automata and one-way two-head deterministic finite state automata. For all these classes of
languages, as proved by Huynh (1990), the ranking is even♯P-hard.

Nonetheless, classes of languages for which it is possible to efficiently compute the rank
function are known. For regular languages, the ranking is NC1-reducible to integer division
(Bertoni, Bruschi, and Goldwurm, 1991a; Huynh, 1991), and hence it can be solved by log-
space uniform boolean circuits ofO(lognlog logn) depth and polynomial size (Cook, 1985).
Moreover, for every language accepted by one-way unambiguous log-space bounded Turing ma-
chines, the rank function belongs to the class DET (Goldbergand Sipser, 1991) of all functions
NC1-reducible to computing the determinant of an integer matrix (Cook, 1985); this result has
been further extended to one-way log-space bounded Turing machines with bounded ambiguity
degree by Bertoni and Goldwurm (1993), and similar results for Turing machines with simulta-
neous complexity bounds are given by Bertoni et al. (1994). Finally, Huynh (1990) showed that
the rank function is in NC2 for all languages accepted in polynomial time by one-way unambigu-
ous (log-space) auxiliary pushdown automata hence, in particular, for unambiguous context-free
languages.

2.1.2 The case of relations

We now extend the above-mentioned definition of ranking, usually given for formal languages,
to the case of relations.

Definition 2.1.2 Therank rR of a relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is the function rR : Σ∗×Σ∗→ N defined
as rR(α,β) = #{β′ : α Rβ′, |β′| < |β| or |β′| = |β| andβ′ 4LEX β}; conversely, theunrankuR is
the function uR : Σ∗×N→ Σ∗ such that uR(α,n) = β, whereβ satisfies rR(α,β) = n and for every
β′ 4LEX β, rR(α,β′)< n whenever n≤ #{β : α Rβ}, else uR(α,n) is undefined.
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Observe that the notion of rank for languages and the one heregiven for relations are strictly
related. Given a relationR⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗, define the “corresponding” language as

LR = {α♦β : α Rβ},

where♦ is some distinct symbol not inΣ such thatσ 4 ♦ for everyσ ∈ Σ; conversely, given a
languageL⊆ Σ∗, define the “corresponding” slice relation1 as

αRLβ iff α = an,β ∈ L∩Σn,n∈ N,

for somea∈ Σ. It is then possible to check that ifR is a p-relation, the following equalities hold

rL(α) = rRL(♦
|α|,α)+

|α|−1

∑
i=1

rRL(♦
i ,♦i), (2.1)

rRL(♦
n,α) = rL(α)−max

|γ|<n
rL(γ), (2.2)

rR(α,β) = rLR(α♦β)− max
γ4LEX α

rLR(γ♦♦
p(|γ|)), (2.3)

rLR(α♦β) = rR(α,β)+ ∑
γ4LEX α

rR(γ,♦p(|γ|)). (2.4)

In particular, it is possible to prove that

Lemma 2.1.1 If R⊆ Σ∗× Σ∗ is a p-relation, then rL ∈ FP iff rRL ∈ FP and if rLR ∈ FP, then
rR∈ FP.

Proof . The proof follows from equations (2.1)–(2.3), since the right hand side, in the given
hypotheses, can be computed in polynomial time. Observe that, for equation (2.4), the sum
extends over an exponential number of items, so the lemma holds in the stated direction.

Given these simple relationships, one can in principle directly apply the known result about the
ranking for formal languages to the case of relations. Nonetheless, in the next two sections, we
will give some further independent result, strictly concerning the case ofp-relations.

2.1.3 The unranking

If the ranking is easy for some languageL, in general it is not also true that the unranking is
similarly easy. Let, for instance,L be the unary language{a2n

: n∈ N}: it is evident that even
if the ranking amounts simply to the computation of the a logarithm in base 2, the unranking
function (even if its input is encoded on a unary alphabet) has an exponentially long output, thus
it cannot at all be computed in polynomial time!

The situation, withp-relations, is different, since the codomain of such a relation, for every
element of the domain, has a cardinality that is bouded aboveby a function the size of the
element itself. Hence

Lemma 2.1.2 If R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is a p-relation and rR∈ FP, then uR∈ FP.

Proof . Since #{β : α Rβ}≤ 2p(|α|), uL can be computed by binary search with at mostO(p(|α|))
calls torR.

1see Section 1.2.



20 UNIFORM RANDOM GENERATION THROUGH RANKING § 2.2

2.1.4 A uniform random generator

We are now able to state formally the claim sketched at the beginning of this section. Recall
that in Section 1.1.3 we have designed an algorithm on PrRAM able to generate (with high
probability) a number in{1, . . . ,N} uniformly at random in timeO(logN log logN) (see Propo-
sition 1.1.4). It is straightforward then to conclude that

Theorem 2.1.1 If R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is a p-relation and rR ∈ FP, then R admits a polynomial time
uniform random generator.

In the next two sections of this chapter we show two classes ofp-relations, characterized in
terms of acceptor devices, that admit “efficient” (i.e., polynomial time) ranking. Thanks to the
last theorem of this section, for both such classes it will indeed be possible to design “efficient”
uniform random generators.

2.2 Turing Machines with Simultaneous Complexity Bounds

In this section, we show how it is possible to extend to the case of p-relations the result about the
ranking of languages accepted by nondeterministic Turing machines with simultaneous bounds
on their resources of Bertoni et al. (1994).

2.2.1 The case of formal languages

We begin by briefly recalling the model of Turing machine we refer to in this section (for a more
detailed description, see (Garey and Johnson, 1979)).

Finite Control

Input tape

Work tape

. . .a2 an

. . .c1

a1

c2

Figure 2.1:A Turing machine.

A (deterministic)Turing machine(TM) consists of a read-onlyinput tape, a read-writeout-
put tapeand afinite control(Figure 2.1). The tapes are sequences of cells each of which can hold
a tape symbolof some alphabetΣ; the finite control can be in one of a finite set ofstates, two of
which are distinguished and called theinitial stateandaccepting state. Given the symbols un-
der the input and work tape heads and the current state anext-move functiondetermines the next
state, the head movements on both tapes and possibly a symbolto be written on the work tape.
Thesemanticof the computation of the machine on inputω = a1 . . .an can be defined as follows:
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initially the input tape containsa1 . . .an all work tape cells are blank and both tape heads scan
the first (leftmost) cell of the tapes. The inputω is said to beacceptediff the TM, started in
the initial state, makes a sequence of moves which eventually enters the accepting state. The
language acceptedby a TM is the set accepted inputs.

A nondeterministicTuring machine (NTM) is simply a Turing machine in which the next-
move function, instead of being a (partial) map from the tuple “state, input tape symbol, work
tape symbol” to the tuple “state, input tape move, work tape move and symbol to write” as
in the deterministic case, becomes a map from the same domainto subsets of the codomain.
The computation can then take “nondeterministically”, at every step, one of the possible next
moves given by such mapping. In this case a string is said to beaccepted if at least one of such
nondeterministic computations ends in an accepting state.

Various computational resources for such models can be defined as follows, according to
the usual worst case criterion; observe that we assume without loss of generality that all the
computations eventually halt. We say that a (deterministic) Turing machine works intime t(n)
(respectively, usesspace s(n), or makesi(n) inversions) iff, for every inputa1, . . . ,an ∈ Σ, the
computation of the machine makes at mostt(n) moves (respectively, consumes at mosts(n)
cells of the work tape, or has the input tape head change its direction at mosti(n) times). For the
nondeterministic case, the time, space and inversion resources are similarly defined by taking
the smallestamount of each resource consumed on every input by one of the possible nonde-
terministic computations; moreover, theambiguity d(n) is defined as the maximum number of
accepting computations, taken over all the inputsa1, . . . ,an ∈ Σ.

We can now define a class of languages accepted by such machines with simultaneous
bounds on the computation:

Definition 2.2.1 A language L⊆ Σ∗ belongs toB(s(n), i(n),d(n)), whenever it is accepted by
a nondeterministic Turing machine that simultaneously uses space s(n), makes i(n) inversions
and has ambiguity d(n).

Finally, we are able to formally state the following result obtained by Bertoni et al. (1994).

Proposition 2.2.1 If a language L⊆ Σ∗ belongs toB(s(n), i(n),d(n)) and s(n) · i(n) ·d(n) =
O(logn), then rL ∈ FP.

2.2.2 An extension top-relations

In order to apply the previous result to the case ofp-relations, first of all we need to extend the
model of computation. The more natural way of doing so, as depicted in Figure 2.2, is to add to
the standard Turing machine an additional (two-way read-only) input tape and to reserve each
of the two input tapes to, respectively, the domain and codomain part of the relation.

The semantic of the computation of theextendedTuring machine on input(α,β) can be
defined as follows: initially the domain input tape containsα = a1 . . .an, the codomain input
tape containsβ = b1 . . .bm, all work tape cells are blank and both the tape heads scan thefirst
(leftmost) cell of the tapes. The input(α,β) is said to beacceptediff the extended TM, started
in the initial state, makes a sequence of moves which eventually enters the accepting state. The
relation acceptedby an extended TM is the set of ordered pairs of strings of input symbols so
accepted. The semantic for the nondeterministic version can be defined similarly.

The resources oftime, spaceandambiguityfor the extended model are defined as before,
but the number of input tape inversions are counted only for the codomain input tape head(the
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Finite Control
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Codomain input tape

Domain input tape
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Figure 2.2:An extended Turing machine for recognizing relations.

domain input tape head has always an unrestricted number of moves). So we can finally extend
Definition 2.2.1 to the case of relations, with a little abuseof notation.

Definition 2.2.2 A relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ belongs toB(s(n), i(n),d(n)), whenever it is accepted
by an extended nondeterministic Turing machine which simultaneously uses space s(n), makes
i(n) inversions and has ambiguity d(n).

We can finally give our first result on “efficiently” rankable relations. By adapting a proof
of Bertoni et al. (1994), we can indeed state the following

Theorem 2.2.1 If a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ belongs toB(s(n), i(n),d(n)) and s(n) · i(n) ·d(n) =
O(logn), then rR∈ FP.

Proof . Note that every TM accepting a language inB(s(n), i(n),d(n)) can be efficiently simu-
lated by one-way (i.e., with no input tape head inversions) TM using spaceO(s(n) · i(n)) of the
same order of ambiguity (Bertoni et al., 1994). It is then easy to check that the same holds for
the extended model.

Moreover, if M is an extended TM accepting ap-relation R, for every α ∈ Σ∗ and β ∈
Σp(|α|) it is immediate to construct a one-way extended TMM(β), of the same order of space and
ambiguity, accepting thep-relationR(β) satisfyingα R(β) γ iff α Rγ andγ 4LEX β.

Hence, to prove the statement of the theorem, it is enough to show that ifR is a p-relation
accepted by some one-way extended TM using spaces(n) and having ambiguityd(n) such that
s(n) ·d(n) = O(logn), then the cardinality of{γ : α R(β) γ}= rR(α,β) can be computed in a time
polynomial in|α|.

It is not hard to see thatrR(α,β) is exactly the number ofγ ∈ Σp(|α|) for which M(β), having
α on the first input tape andγ on the second, halts in an accepting state.

Since both input tapes are read-only, for everyα∈Σn, β∈Σp(n) andn∈N, the configurations
of M(β) having α on the first input tape are at most 2O(s(n)) = nO(1). Then (for instance by
simulatingM(β) with α on the first input tape) one can efficiently build two matricesC(α,β)

a , for
a∈ Σ, of polynomial size and values inΣ, such that the(i, j)th entry ofC(α,β)

a is 1 iff M(β) moves
from the ith to jth configuration havingα on the first input tape and readinga on the second
input tape.
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If π andη are, respectively, the characteristic vector of then initial and accepting configura-
tions ofM(β), then one can verify thatπC(α,β)

c1 C(α,β)
c2 · · ·C(α,β)

cp(n) η≤ d(n) is the number of accepting

computations ofM(β) on input(α,γ) whereγ = c1c2 · · ·cp(n). Here we have implicitly assumed
that M(β) always moves the head on its second input tape, but this is nota restriction since
stationary moves can be eliminated (Bertoni and Goldwurm, 1993) by computing the transitive
closure of suitable transition matrices representing stationary moves ofM(β).

Let now q be an integer polynomial of degreed(n) such thatq(0) = 0 andq(ℓ) = 1 for
1≤ ℓ≤ d(n); then, it is possible to check that

rR(α,β) =
p(n)

∑
i=1

∑
c1,c2,...,cp(n)∈Σ

q(πC(α,β)
c1 C(α,β)

c2 · · ·C(α,β)
cp(n) η).

The above computation is essentially the same performed as the final step of Proposition 3 in
(Bertoni and Goldwurm, 1993) and, as shown in the same paper,it can be transformed, using the
matrix algebra given by direct sum and Kronecker product, ina form suitable to be computed
by boolean circuits of polynomial size and depthO(log2 n), hence, in overall polynomial time.
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From this result, by immediate application of Theorem 2.1.1, we can introduce, via extended
Turing machines with simultaneous complexity bounds, a newclass ofp-relations admitting a
polynomial time uniform random generation

Corollary 2.2.1 If a p-relation R⊆Σ∗×Σ∗ belongs toB(s(n), i(n),d(n)) and s(n) · i(n) ·d(n) =
O(logn), then it admits a polynomial time uniform random generator.

2.3 One-way Auxiliary Pushdown Automata

In this section, we show how to extend to the case ofp−relation the result about the ranking of
languages accepted by auxiliary pushdown automata by Huynh(1990).

2.3.1 The case of formal languages

Also in this case, we begin by briefly recalling the model of auxiliary pushdown automata we
refer to in this section (for a more detailed description, see (Hopcroft and Ullman, 1979)).

Auxiliary tape

Input tape

Pushdown Store

Finite Control

. . .a2 an

. . .c1

a1

c2

z1

z2

. . .

Figure 2.3:An auxiliary pushdown automaton.

A (deterministic)one-way auxiliary pushdown automaton(1-AuxPDA) consists of a one-
way read-onlyinput tape, a two-way read-writeauxiliary tape2, a pushdown storeand afinite
control (Figure 2.3). The tapes and the store are sequences of cells each of which can hold a
symbolof some alphabetΣ; one of these symbols is distinguished and called theinitial pushdown
symbol. The finite control can be in one of a finite set ofstates, two of which are distinguished
and called theinitial stateandaccepting state. Given the symbols under the input and auxiliary
tape heads, the symbol on top of the pushdown store and the current state, anext-move function
determines the next state, the auxiliary tape head movementwith possibly a symbol to be written
on it and an action regarding the store which can either be a push of a symbol on top, or a pop of
a symbol from the top of the store. Thesemanticof the computation of the automaton on input
ω = a1 . . .an can be defined as follows: initially the input tape containsa1 . . .an, the pushdown
store contains the initial symbol and all auxiliary tape cells are blank and both tape heads scan
the first (leftmost) cell of the tapes. The inputω is said to beacceptediff the automaton, started
in the initial state, makes a sequence of moves which eventually enters the accepting state, with
the work tape empty and the pushdown store containing only the initial symbol. Thelanguage
acceptedby such an automaton is the set of accepted strings.

2as will be stated in the following, the auxiliary tape has a logarithmic bound on the number of usable cells.
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A nondeterministicone-way auxiliary pushdown automaton (1-NAuxPDA) is simply a one-
way auxiliary pushdown automaton in which the next-move function, instead of being a (partial)
map from the tuple “state, input tape symbol, work tape symbol and top of the pushdown store
symbol” to the tuple “state, auxiliary tape move and symbol to write on, action on the pushdown
store” as in the deterministic case, becomes a map from the same domain to subsets of the
codomain. The computation can then take “nondeterministically”, at every step, one of the
possible next-moves given by such mapping. In this case a string is said to be accepted if at least
one of such nondeterministic computations ends in an accepting state.

Similarly to what happens with TM, various computational resources for such models can
be defined, according to the usual worst case criterion; observe that we assume without loss
of generality that all the computations eventually halt. Wesay that a (deterministic) one-way
auxiliary pushdown automaton works intime t(n) (respectively, usesspace s(n)) iff, for every
input a1 . . .an ∈ Σ∗, the computation of the automaton makes at mostt(n) moves (respectively,
consumes at mosts(n) cells of the auxiliary tape). For the nondeterministic case, the time and
space resources are similarly defined by taking thesmallestamount of each resource consumed
on every input by one of the possible nondeterministic computations; moreover, theambiguity
d(n) is defined as the maximum number of accepting computations, taken over all the inputs
a1 . . .an ∈ Σ∗.

Once we have defined the space resource, which measures only the space on the auxiliary
tape, not of the pushdown store, werestrict the above definitions of1-AuxPDAand1-NAuxPDA
to automata which use at most logarithmic space3, i.e., for whichs(n) =O(logn). Moreover, the
one-wayunambiguousauxiliary pushdown automata (1-UAuxPDA) is a 1-NAuxPDA forwhich
d(n) = 1, i.e., an automaton which has at most one accepting computation for every accepted
string.

Finally, we can formally state the following result of Huynh(1990).

Proposition 2.3.1 If a language L⊆ Σ∗ is accepted by a polynomial time one-way unambiguous
auxiliary pushdown automaton, then rL ∈ FP.

Notice that the class of languages accepted by polynomial time one-way nondeterministic
auxiliary pushdown automata is exactly the class of languages that are reducible to context-free
languages via one-way log-space reductions (Buntrock and Loryś, 1992).

2.3.2 An extension top-relations

Again, in order to apply the previous result to the case ofp-relations, we need to extend the
model of computation. As in the case of Turing machines, the more natural way of doing so is to
add to the standard auxiliary pushdown automaton an additional two-way read-only input tape
for thedomainpart of the relation, leaving the usual one-way input tape for thecodomainpart
(Figure 2.2).

Thesemanticof the computation of theextendedone-way auxiliary pushdown automaton
on input(α,β) can be defined as follows: initially the domain input tape containsα = a1 . . .an,
the codomain input tape containsβ = b1 . . .bm, the pushdown store contains the initial symbol,
all auxiliary tape cells are blank and all tape heads scan thefirst (leftmost) cell of the tapes.

3without such restriction, as one can verify, such devices become in fact (computationally) equivalent to standard
Turing machines.
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Pushdown Store

Codomain input tape

Domain input tape

Finite Control

Auxiliary tape

z1

. . .a2 ana1

z2

. . .

. . .c2c1

. . .b2 bmb1

Figure 2.4:An extended auxiliary pushdown automaton for recognizing relations.

The input(α,β) is said to beacceptediff if the extended 1-AuxPDA, started in the initial state,
makes a sequence of moves which eventually enters the accepting state. Therelation accepted
by an extended 1-AuxPDA is the set of ordered pairs of stringsof input symbols so accepted.
The semantic for the nondeterministic version can be similarly defined.

The resources oftime, spaceandambiguityfor the extended model are defined as before,
but only the codomain input tape is restricted to be one-way(while the domain input tape is an
unrestricted two-way tape).

We are ready to give our second result on “efficiently” rankable relations. By adapting a
proof of Bertoni et al. (1994), we can prove the following

Theorem 2.3.1 If a p-relation R is accepted by a polynomial time extended one-way unambigu-
ous auxiliary pushdown automaton, then rR∈ FP.

Proof . Given an extended 1-UAuxPDAA, with state setQ, and someα ∈ Σ∗, it is always
possible to build (in time polynomial in|α|) a 1-UAuxPDAA(α), with state setQ×{1, . . . , |α|}×
Σ, such that the computation ofA(α) on inputβ efficiently simulates the computation ofA on
input(α,β) for everyβ∈ Σ∗. This is made possible by using the state(q, i,ai) of A(α) to represent
the automatonA being in stateq having the the two-way head on positioni reading symbolai

(whereα = a1 . . .an for somen ∈ N). It is then clear that ifL(α) is the language accepted by
A(α), rL(α)(β) = rR(α,β).

As it is shown in (Huynh, 1990, Theorem 1.1), for every language L accepted by a poly-
nomial time 1-UAuxPDA,rL(β) can be computed in|β|O(1) time for everyβ ∈ Σ∗ by means
of a sequential algorithm working on a suitably definedpath systemdepending on thesurface
configurationsof the automaton (Cook, 1970). In order to use this result onA(α) we need a more
accurate analysis of the constants hidden in the asymptotics.

As one can verify, the (sequential) algorithm of (Huynh, 1990, Theorem 1.1), applied on a
1-UAuxPDA A′, works on inputβ ∈ Σ∗ in kN4q(|β|) time for some constantk and a polynomial
q, depending on the running time ofA′, whereN is the number of nodes of the path system
built by the algorithm. As an immediate consequence of the particular construction of the path
system,N = S2q(|β|), whereS is the number of surface configurations ofA′. Recall that a
surface configuration (Cook, 1970) of a 1-UAuxPDA is a tuple(z,a, i,γqδ) where: z is the
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topmost symbol of the stack,a is the symbol on the input tape under the head that is in position
i, γδ is the content of the working tape andq is the status of the automaton. Thus,S= h|Q′||β|,
whereh is a constant depending on the cardinality of the alphabets (which here are assumed to
be constant) andQ′ is the set of states ofA′.

We are then able to conclude that, sinceA(α) has 2|Q| log|α| states andR is a p-relation,

rL(α)(β) can be computed in timek
(

2h|Q|p(|α|) log |α|
)8

q5
(

p(|α|)
)

= |α|O(1).

Also in this case, by immediate application of Theorem 2.1.1, we can introduce, via extended
one-way auxiliary pushdown automata, a new class ofp-relations admitting a polynomial time
uniform random generation.

Corollary 2.3.1 If a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is accepted by a polynomial time extended one-way
unambiguous auxiliary pushdown automaton, then it admits apolynomial time uniform random
generator.





CHAPTER 3

AMBIGUOUS DESCRIPTIONS

Vous vous étonnez comme cette matière, brouillée pêle-mêle, au gré du ha-
sard, peut avoir constitué un homme, vu qui’il avait tant de choses nécessaires à
la construction de son être, mais vous ne savez pas que cent millons de fois cette
matière, s’acheminant au dessein d’un homme, s’est arrêtéeà former tantôt une
pierre, tantôt du plomb, tantôt du corail, tantôt une fleur, tantôt une comète, pur le
trop ou le trop peu de certains figures qu’il fallait ou ne fallait pas à désigner un
homme?

Cyrano de Bergerac,Voyage dans la lune

In this chapter we discuss a new approach to uniform random generation based on the notion
of ambiguous description. For the sake of simplicity, here we restrict our attention to the case
of combinatorial structures instead ofp-relations. After a brief restatement of the notions of
uniform random generator and approximation scheme for thiscase, we give a formal definition
of a description of a combinatorial structure, together with its ambiguity function. Then we give
some general results relating combinatorial structures admitting (possibly ambiguous) descrip-
tion with uniform random generation, approximate and exactcounting. Finally, we discuss two
very simple applications of this paradigm.

3.1 Combinatorial Structures

We start this section by recalling some notions widely used in literature (Flajolet, 1988). A
combinatorial structureis a pair〈SSS, | · |〉, where thedomain SSS is a finite or denumerable set and
the size| · | : SSS→ N is a function such that #{s∈ SSS : |s| = n} is finite for everyn ∈ N. Here,
we implicitly assume the elementss∈ SSSadmit a (recursive) binary representation such that each
|s| is polynomially related to the length of its binary representation; this allows our model of
computation to manipulate the elements of combinatorial structures. Thecensus function CSSS of a
combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉 is the functionCSSS : N→N such thatCSSS(n) = #{s∈SSS: |s|= n} for
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everyn∈ N. In the following, for the sake of brevity, we denote bySSSn the subset of the domain
of a combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉 defined asSSSn = {s∈ SSS: |s|= n} ⊆ SSS(so thatCSSS(n) = #SSSn).

Different kinds of combinatorial structures are usually studied in literature, for instance:
families of graphs, or trees, where the size can be considered as the number of vertices, or
edges; formal languages, where the length can be taken as thesize of words; discrete geomet-
rical objects, such as polyominoes (Delest and Viennot, 1984), or tilings, where the size can be
considered as the number of faces, or elementary objects constituting the whole figure.

By adapting to our case analogous definitions of Jerrum et al.(1986) recalled in Section 1.3,
we now introduce the concepts ofuniform random generatorandrandomized exact counterfor
a combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉 together with the notion ofrandomized approximation scheme
for the census functionCSSS. From now onwards we assume⊥ to be a distinguished element not
belonging to the domain of any combinatorial structure.

3.1.1 Uniform random generator

Definition 3.1.1 An algorithm A is a uniform random generator(u.r.g.) for a combinatorial
structure〈SSS, | · |〉 iff, for every n> 0 such that CSSS(n)> 0,

(i) A on input n gives outputA(n) ∈ SSSn∪{⊥},

(ii) Pr{A(n) = s | A(n) 6=⊥}= 1/CSSS(n), for every s∈ SSSn, and

(iii) Pr{A(n) =⊥}< 1/4.

Observe that the constant 1/4 in the previous definition can be replaced by any positive number
strictly less than 1 leaving the definition substantially unchanged in the sense of the following

Lemma 3.1.1 Given a combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉, let A be an algorithm for which (i)
and (ii) of Definition 3.1.1 hold and such thatPr{A(n) =⊥}< δ, for some0< δ < 1. Then, for
every0< δ′ < 1 there exists an algorithmA′ for which (i) and (ii) of Definition 3.1.1 hold and
such thatPr{A′(n) = ⊥}< δ′. Moreover, ifA works in TA(n) time and uses RA(n) random bits,
thenA′ works in O(TA(n)) time and uses O(RA(n)) random bits.

Proof . If δ≤ δ′ the statement is trivial. Otherwise, letA′ be algorithm 3.1.

input n
s←⊥, i← 0
while i < ⌈logδ′/ logδ⌉ ands=⊥ do

i← i +1
s← A(n)

output s.

Algorithm 3.1:An algorithm to increase the success probability of a u.r.g..
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To prove the correctness1 of A′, let n be such thatCSSS(n)> 0, then

Pr{A′(n) =⊥}= Pr{A(n) =⊥}⌈logδ′/ logδ⌉ < δ⌈logδ′/ logδ⌉ < δ′;

on the other hand, as it is easy to verify, Pr{A′(n) = s | A′(n) 6= ⊥} = Pr{A(n) = s | A(n) 6= ⊥}
for everys∈ SSSn. Finally, the statements about the computation time and number of random bits
used byA′ follow immediately from its definition.

3.1.2 Randomized approximation scheme

Following Stockmeyer (1983); Karp et al. (1989), we now introduce the notion of approximate
counting for combinatorial structures.

Definition 3.1.2 An algorithmA is a randomized approximation scheme(r.a.s.) for the census
function CSSS of a combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉 iff, for every n> 0 such that CSSS(n) > 0 and
everyε ∈ (0,1),

(i) A on input n,ε gives outputA(n,ε) ∈Q∪{⊥},

(ii) Pr{(1− ε)CSSS(n)≤ A(n,ε) ≤ (1+ ε)CSSS(n) | A(n,ε) 6=⊥}> 3/4 and

(iii) Pr{A(n,ε) =⊥}< 1/4.

Moreover, a r.a.s. is said to be afully polynomial timer.a.s. whenever it works in time polynomial
in n and1/ε.

Observe that even in this case the constant 1/4 of point (iii) can be replaced by any positive
number strictly less than 1 by essentially the same argumentof Lemma 3.1.1; moreover, follow-
ing an idea of Jerrum et al. (1986), the constant 3/4 of point (ii) can be replaced by any number
strictly between 1/2 and 1 again leaving the definition substantially unchangedin the sense of
the following

Lemma 3.1.2 Given a combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉, let A be an algorithm for which (i)
and (iii) of Definition 3.1.2 hold and such thatPr{(1− ε)CSSS(n) ≤ A(n,ε) ≤ (1+ ε)CSSS(n) |
A(n,ε) 6= ⊥} > 1/2+ δ, for some0 < δ < 1/2. Then, for every0 < δ′ < 1, there exists an
algorithm A′ for which (i) and (iii) of Definition 3.1.2 hold and such thatPr{(1− ε)CSSS(n) ≤
A′(n,ε) ≤ (1+ ε)CSSS(n) | A′(n,ε) 6= ⊥}> 1−δ′. Moreover, ifA works in TA(n,ε) time and uses
RA(n,ε) random bits, thenA′ works in O(TA(n,ε)) time and uses O(RA(n,ε)) random bits.

Proof . If δ′ ≥ 1/2−δ the statement is trivial. Otherwise, letA′ be Algorithm 3.2, whereκ > 0
is an integer constant whose value will be determined in the following.

The statements about computation time and number of random bits of A′ follow immediately
from its definition; we prove in detail only the correctness2 of A′. Fix n such thatCSSS(n) > 0 and
let J be the random variable representing the value ofj at the end of the execution. It is easy to
observe that

Pr{A′(n,ε) =⊥}= Pr{J = 0}= Pr{A(n,ε) =⊥}κ⌈δ−2 logδ′−1⌉ < 1/4.

1for a detailed discussion of the probabilistic aspects of such proof, see Appendix A.2.2.
2for a detailed discussion of the probabilistic aspects of such proof, see Appendix A.2.2.
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input n,ε
i← 0, j ← 0
while i < κ⌈δ−2 logδ′−1⌉ do

i← i +1
c← A(n,ε)
if c 6=⊥ then

j ← j +1
c j ← c

if j > 0 then
output the median ofc1, . . . ,c j

else
output ⊥.

Algorithm 3.2:An algorithm to increase the probability of correct approximation of a r.a.s..

Consider now the caseJ > 0. Let C1, . . . ,CJ be the random variables representing the values
assumed byc1, . . . ,cJ at the end of the execution and letM be the random variable corresponding
to the median ofC1, . . . ,CJ. It is then evident that ifM 6∈ I(n,ε) = [(1− ε)CSSS(n),(1+ ε)CSSS(n)],
then at most one half of theCi ’s with 1≤ i ≤ J are such thatCi ∈ I(n,ε). Hence, by Lemma A.2.1
and for everyk > 0, Pr{M 6∈ I(n,ε) | J = k} ≤ e−2kδ2

where Pr{Ci ∈ I(n,ε)} = Pr{A(n,ε) ∈
I(n,ε) | A(n,ε) 6=⊥}> 1/2+δ by the definition ofA. Hence, ifN = κ⌈δ−2 logδ′−1⌉,

Pr{A′(n,ε) 6∈ I(n,ε) | A′(n,ε) 6=⊥}=
Pr{M 6∈ I(n,ε)∩J > 0}

Pr{J > 0}

=
∑N

k=1 Pr{M 6∈ I(n,ε) | J = k}Pr{J = k}
Pr{J > 0}

≤
4
3

N

∑
k=1

e−2kδ2
(

N
k

)

qk(1−q)N−k

≤
4
3

N

∑
k=1

(

N
k

)(

q

e2δ2

)k

(1−q)N−k

<
4
3

(

1−q

(

1−
1

e2δ2

))N

≤
4
3

(

1−
3
4

δ2
)κ⌈δ−2 logδ′−1⌉

whereq=Pr{A(n,ε) 6=⊥}> 3/4 and the last inequality follows from the fact that 1−e−x≥ x/2
for x∈ [0,1]. Finally, by Lemma A.1.1, the integerκ > 0 can be chosen such that

4
3

(

1−
3
4

δ2
)κ⌈δ−2 logδ′−1⌉

< δ′.

3.1.3 Randomized exact counter

Definition 3.1.3 An algorithmA is arandomized exact counter(r.e.c.) for a combinatorial struc-
ture 〈SSS, | · |〉 iff, for every n> 0 such that CSSS(n) > 0,
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(i) A on input n gives outputA(n) ∈ N∪{⊥},

(ii) Pr{A(n) =CSSS(n) | A(n) 6=⊥}> 3/4 and

(iii) Pr{A(n) =⊥}< 1/4.

Also for this definition, one can show that the choice of the constants 1/4 and 3/4 is not restric-
tive by reasoning as in Lemma 3.1.1 and 3.1.2.

3.1.4 An example: regular languages

We now give a very simple example of the definitions given in this section. Let us consider a
deterministic finite automatonA = (Q,q0,δ,F) over a finite alphabetΣ, whereQ is the set of
states, q0 ∈Q is theinitial state,δ : Q×Σ→Q is thetransition functionandF ⊆Q is the family
of final states (Hopcroft and Ullman, 1979). LetLA ⊆ Σ∗ be the language recognized byA .
Hence, the combinatorial structure we consider is〈LA , | · |〉, where| · | denotes the length. Our
aim is to design a u.r.g. for such a structure.

The uniform random generation algorithm first computes, foreveryq ∈ Q and 1≤ ℓ ≤ n,
the numberCq(ℓ) of all words of lengthℓ accepted by(Q,q,δ,F). This computation takes
O(n2) time on a RAM under logarithmic cost criterion since each{Cq(ℓ)}ℓ≥1 is the sequence of
coefficients of a rational generating function (Chomsky andSchützenberger, 1963). For every
of these terms, the algorithm also computes the numberbq(ℓ) = ⌈logCq(ℓ)⌉ of bits required to
represent{1, . . . ,Cq(ℓ)} which can be obtained inO(ℓ logℓ) time (see Lemma A.1.3). Hence,
such a precomputation phase requiresO(n2 logn) time.

Then, the algorithm executes the procedure Generate(q0,n) described by Algorithm 3.3.
Here,κ ∈N is a global parameter whose value will be determined in the following, while Σ and
all the sets{(s,σ) ∈ Q×Σ : δ(q,σ) = s}, for q∈ Q, are endowed with some total order relation
4.

Reasoning by induction onℓ, it is easy to verify that if Generate(q, ℓ) returns an outputw
different from⊥, thenw is uniformly distributed in the set of words of lengthℓ accepted by
(Q,q,δ,F). An upper bound to the probability that Generate(q, ℓ) gives output⊥ depends on
the global parameterκ. Denoting bye(ℓ) the maximum of all probabilities that Generate(q, ℓ)
gives output⊥ for q∈ Q, one can easily show thate(1) ≤ (1/2)κ ande(ℓ)≤ (1/2)κ +e(ℓ−1)
for everyℓ > 1. A simple induction provese(n) ≤ n/2κ and hence, for every constantt > 0, by
fixing κ = t + ⌈logn⌉ we obtaine(n) ≤ 1/2t .

As far as the time complexity is concerned, if we denote byT(ℓ) the maximum time cost
of procedure Generate(q, ℓ) for q∈ Q, for every 1≤ ℓ≤ n, one can write the recursionT(ℓ) =
O(κ · ℓ)+T(ℓ−1) which proves thatT(n) = O(κn2) = O((t + logn)n2).

We summarize our discussion by the following

Proposition 3.1.1 Given a deterministic finite automatonA , there exists aPrRAM which, on
input n∈N, generates a word uniformly at random in LA ∩Σn with probability1−1/2t working
in O(n2(t + logn)) time. Hence the combinatorial structure〈LA , | · |〉 admits a u.r.g. working in
O(n2 logn) time.

3.2 Ambiguous Description

We formally introduce the concept of(ambiguous) description(see Figure 3.1):
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procedure Generate(q, ℓ)
i← 0, r ←⊥, w←⊥
while i < κ andr =⊥ do

i← i +1
generateu∈ {1, . . . ,2bq(ℓ)} uniformly at random
if u≤Cq(ℓ) then r ← u

if r 6=⊥ then
if n= 1 then

let a be ther-th symbol in the set{σ ∈ Σ : δ(q,σ) ∈ F}
w← a

else
choose the smallest element(p,a) in the set{(s,σ) ∈Q×Σ : δ(q,σ) = s}

such that ∑
(s,σ)4(p,a)

Cs(ℓ−1)≥ r

wp←Generate(p, ℓ−1)
if wp 6=⊥ then w← awp

return w.

Algorithm 3.3:a uniform random generator for regular languages.

Definition 3.2.1 〈TTT, | · |〉 is adescriptionof 〈SSS, | · |〉 via the function f: TTT→SSS, if f is a surjective
function preserving| · |, i.e., | f (t)| = |t| for every t∈ TTT. Theambiguityof the description is the
function d: SSS→ N defined by d(s) = #{t ∈ TTT : f (t) = s}, for every s∈ SSS. We say that the
description isambiguousif d(s) > 1 for some s∈ SSS. Moreover, the description is said to be
polynomialwhenever f and d are computable in polynomial time and there exists some D∈ N
such that d(s) = O(|s|D).

d(s5) = 4

SSSTTT

f

d(s4) = 2

d(s3) = 2

d(s1) = 3

d(s2) = 1

Figure 3.1:An Example of Ambiguous description.

In this thesis, we will give examples of (ambiguous) descriptions, such as the family of
derivation trees of a grammar as a (possibly ambiguous) description of the strings derived in
the grammar (see Section 4.1) and the family of computationsof a nondeterministic device as a
(possibly ambiguous) description of the strings accepted by the device (see Section 4.2).
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3.2.1 Uniform random generation

We start by considering the uniform random generation problem.

Theorem 3.2.1 If a combinatorial structure〈SSS, | · |〉 admits a polynomial (ambiguous) descrip-
tion 〈TTT, | · |〉 and there exists a polynomial time u.r.g. for〈TTT, | · |〉, then there exists a polynomial
time u.r.g. for〈SSS, | · |〉.

To prove this theorem, we show a stronger result derived by applying the Karp, Luby, and Madras
(1989) technique for sampling from a union of sets.

Lemma 3.2.1 Let 〈SSS, | · |〉 admit a polynomial (ambiguous) description〈TTT, | · |〉 via the function
f and let Tf (n) and Td(n) be respectively the computation time of f and of its ambiguity d;
moreover, assume d(s) = O(|s|D) for some D∈ N. If B is a u.r.g. for〈TTT, | · |〉 working in TB(n)
time and using RB(n) random bits, then there exists a u.r.g. for〈SSS, | · |〉 working in O

(

n2D +
nD(TB(n)+Tf (n)+Td(n))

)

time and using O(n2D +nDRB(n)) random bits.

Proof . Define, for the sake of brevity,D(n) = κ1nD +κ2 whereκ1,κ2 are two integer constants
such thatd(s) ≤ D(|s|); let A be Algorithm 3.4, whereκ > 0 is an integer constant whose value
will be determined in the following.

input n
m← lcm{1, . . . ,D(n)}, ℓ← ⌈logm⌉
i← 0, s←⊥
while i < κD(n) ands=⊥ do

i← i +1
t← B(n)
if t 6=⊥ then

s← f (t)
generater ∈ {1, . . . ,2ℓ} uniformly at random
if r > m/d(s) then

s←⊥
output s

Algorithm 3.4:An u.r.g. for (ambiguously) described combinatorial structures.

First of all, we focus on the computation time ofA on input n; the time to precompute
D(n), m andℓ, by Lemma A.1.2 and A.1.3, equalsO(n2D) and the time of each iteration equals
O(TB(n)+Tf (n)+Td(n)) plus the timeO(nD) required for the generation ofr. Moreover, each
iteration uses at mostRB(n) andO(nD) random bits to computet andr respectively, hence the
total amount of random bits used byA adds up toO(n2D +nDRB(n)).

Now, we prove the correctness ofA. Assume thatCSSS(n) > 0 so that, sincef is surjective,
CTTT(n) > 0 and letS and T be the random variables representing respectively the value of s
andt at the end of awhile iteration (observe thatS andT are well defined since their value is
independent of the outcomes of the preceding iterations). Then,S takes values∈ SSSn whenever
T ∈ f−1(s) ⊆ TTTn andr ≤m/d( f (T)). Moreover, by definition ofB, there exists some 0< δ <
1/4 such that Pr{T = t} = (1− δ)CTTT(n)−1 for everyt ∈ TTTn and, as it is easy to verify sincer
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is independent ofSandT, Pr{r ≤m/d( f (T)) | T = t}= d( f (t))−1m2−⌈logm⌉. Hence, for every
s∈ SSSn,

Pr{S= s}= ∑
t∈ f−1(s)

Pr{T = t, r ≤m/d( f (T))}

= ∑
t∈ f−1(s)

Pr{r ≤m/d( f (T)) | T = t}Pr{T = t}

= d(s)
(

d(s)−1m2−⌈logm⌉(1−δ)CTTT(n)
−1)

= (1−δ)m2−⌈logm⌉CTTT(n)
−1

which is independent ofs. On the other hand, at the end of eachwhile iteration, Pr{S=⊥}= 1−
Pr{S∈ SSSn}= 1−CSSS(n)

(

(1−δ)m2−⌈logm⌉CTTT(n)−1
)

. Then, sincem2−⌈logm⌉ > 1/2 andCTTT(n)≤
CSSS(n)D(n),

Pr{S=⊥} ≤ 1−
3
8

1
D(n)

.

Finally, since Pr{A(n) =⊥}= Pr{S=⊥}κD(n), the integerκ > 0 can be chosen such that

(

1−
3
8

1
D(n)

)κD(n)

< 1/4

and hence Pr{A(n) =⊥} ≤ 1/4.

Moreover, as it is easy to verify, for everys∈ SSSn, it holds Pr{A(n) = s| A(n) =⊥}= Pr{S=
s|S 6=⊥} and, since Pr{S= s} is constant, it is immediate to conclude that Pr{A(n) = s| A(n) 6=
⊥}=CSSS(n)−1 .

In particular, in the case of finite ambiguity, it holds that

Corollary 3.2.1 Under the same hypotheses as in Lemma 3.2.1, with the stronger condition
d(s) ≤ D′ for every s∈ SSS and some D′ ∈ N, there exists a u.r.g. for〈SSS, | · |〉 working in time
O(TB(n)+Tf (n)+Td(n)) and using O(RB(n)) random bits.

3.2.2 Randomized counting

Now, let us consider the approximate and exact counting problem.

Theorem 3.2.2 Let 〈SSS, | · |〉 be a combinatorial structure admitting a polynomial (ambiguous)
description〈TTT, | · |〉 and assume there exists a polynomial time u.r.g. for〈TTT, | · |〉. If CTTT(n) is
computable in polynomial time, then there exists a fully polynomial time r.a.s. for CSSS. If moreover
CTTT(n) is polynomially bounded, then there exists a polynomial time r.e.c. for〈SSS, | · |〉.

To prove this theorem, we show two stronger results essentially obtained by an application of
Hoeffding’s (1963) inequality.

Lemma 3.2.2 Under the same hypotheses as in Lemma 3.2.1, if CTTT is computable in TCTTT (n)
time, then there exists a r.a.s. for CSSS working in O

(

TCTTT (n) + n2Dε−2(TB(n) +Tf (n) +Td(n))
)

time and using O(n2Dε−2RB(n)) random bits.
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input n
i← 0, j← 0, m← 0
while i < κ⌈D(n)/ε⌉2 do

i← i +1
t← B(n)
if t 6=⊥ then

j← j +1
m←m+1/d( f (t))

if j > 0 then
output mCTTT(n)/ j

else
output ⊥.

Algorithm 3.5:A r.a.s. for ambiguously described combinatorial structures.

Proof . Define, for the sake of brevity,D(n) = κ1nD +κ2 whereκ1,κ2 are two integer constants
such thatd(s) ≤ D(|s|); let A be Algorithm 3.5, whereκ > 0 is an integer constant whose value
will be determined in the following.

The statements about computation time and number of random bits of A follow immediately
from its definition; we prove in detail only the correctness3 of A. Fix n such thatCSSS(n) > 0 and
let J be the random variable representing the value ofj at the end of the execution. It is easy to
observe that,

Pr{A(n) =⊥}= Pr{J = 0}= Pr{B(n) =⊥}κ⌈D(n)/ε⌉2 < 1/4.

Consider now the caseJ > 0 and define for the sake of brevity

µ= E(1/d( f (B(n))) | B(n) 6=⊥) = ∑
t∈TTTn

1/d( f (t))CTTT (n)
−1

= ∑
s∈SSSn

CTTT(n)
−1 ∑

t∈ f−1(s)

1/d(s)

=CSSS(n)CTTT(n)
−1.

If M is the random variable representing the values assumed bym at the end of the execution
andI(n,ε) = [(1− ε)µ,(1+ ε)µ], by Lemma A.2.2, Pr{M/J 6∈ I(n,ε) | J = k} ≤ 2e−2k(µε)2

, for

3for a detailed discussion of the probabilistic aspects of such proof, see Appendix A.2.2.
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everyk> 0. Hence, ifN = κ⌈D(n)/ε⌉2,

Pr{M/J 6∈ I(n,ε) | J > 0}=
Pr{M/J 6∈ I(n,ε)∩J > 0}

Pr{J > 0}

=
∑N

k=1 Pr{M/J 6∈ I(n,ε) | J = k}Pr{J = k}
Pr{J > 0}

≤
8
3

N

∑
k=1

e−2k(µε)2
(

N
k

)

qk(1−q)N−k

≤
8
3

N

∑
k=1

(

N
k

)(

q

e2(µε)2

)k

(1−q)N−k

<
8
3

(

1−q

(

1−
1

e2(µε)2

))N

≤
8
3

(

1−
3
4

(

ε
D(n)

)2
)κ⌈D(n)/ε⌉2

whereq= Pr{B(n) 6=⊥}> 3/4 and the last inequality follows from the fact that 1−e−x≥ x/2
for x∈ [0,1] and thatCTTT(n)≤CSSS(n)D(n).

Finally, by Lemma A.1.1 the integerκ > 0 can be chosen such that

8
3

(

1−
3
4

(

ε
D(n)

)2
)κ⌈D(n)/ε⌉2

<
1
4
.

Then, sinceA(n,ε) = MCTTT(n)/J, it holds

Pr{M/J ∈ I(n,ε) | J > 0}= Pr{(1− ε)CSSS(n)≤ A(n,ε) ≤ (1+ ε)CSSS(n) | A(n,ε) 6=⊥},

hence, Pr{(1− ε)CSSS(n)≤ A(n,ε)≤ (1+ ε)CSSS(n) | A(n,ε) 6=⊥} ≥ 3/4.

We now consider the problem of obtaining a r.e.c.

Lemma 3.2.3 Under the same hypotheses as in Lemma 3.2.2, there exists a r.e.c. for 〈SSS, | · |〉
working in O

(

TCTTT (n)+n2DCTTT(n)2(TB(n)+Tf (n)+Td(n))
)

time and using O(n2DCTTT(n)2RB(n))
random bits.

Proof . Using the same notation of Lemma 3.2.2, define the algorithmA′ as

A′(n) = round

(

A

(

n,
1

3CTTT(n)

))

.

Sincef is surjectiveCTTT(n)≥CSSS(n), henceA′ is correct since|A(n,ε(n))/CSSS(n)−1|< 1/(3CTTT (n))
implies |A(n,ε(n))−CSSS(n)| < 1/3. Finally, the statement about computation time and number
of random bits used follows immediately from Lemma 3.2.2.
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In particular, in the case of finite ambiguity, it holds that

Corollary 3.2.2 Under the same hypotheses as in Lemma 3.2.2, with the stronger condition
d(s) ≤ D′ for every s∈ SSS and some D′ ∈ N, there exists a r.a.s. for CSSS working in O

(

TCTTT (n)+
ε−2(TB(n)+Tf (n)+Td(n))

)

time and using O(ε−2RB(n)) random bits and a r.e.c. for〈SSS, | · |〉
working in O

(

TCTTT (n)+CTTT(n)2(TB(n)+Tf (n)+Td(n))
)

time and using O(CTTT(n)2RB(n)) random
bits.

3.3 Simple Applications

In the remaining part of this chapter, we give two simple applications of the above results to the
case of formal languages over a given alphabetΣ, i.e., for combinatorial structures〈SSS, | · |〉 such
thatSSS⊆ Σ∗ and| · | is simply the word length. Given two such combinatorial structures〈SSS, | · |〉
and〈TTT, | · |〉, it is natural to define theunionas〈SSS∪TTT, | · |〉 and theproductas〈SSS·TTT, | · |〉.

We start from the uniform random generation of the product:

Theorem 3.3.1 Let 〈SSS, | · |〉 and 〈TTT, | · |〉 be two combinatorial structures such that SSS⊆ Σ∗ and
TTT ⊆ Σ∗ are recognizable in polynomial time. If both structures admit a polynomial time u.r.g.,
then there exists a polynomial time u.r.g. for〈SSS·TTT, | · |〉.

Proof . If PPP = SSS×TTT denotes the Cartesian product ofSSS andTTT, then〈PPP, | · |〉 is a polynomial
(possibly ambiguous) description of〈SSS·TTT, | · |〉 via the functionf ((s, t)) = s· t, for every(s, t) ∈
PPP; the ambiguity is defined as

d(q) = ∑
s∈SSS,t∈TTT:s·t=q

χSSS(s)χTTT(t)

for everyq∈ SSS·TTT, whereχA denotes the characteristic function of the setA. Then, ifA andB are
the polynomial time u.r.g. respectively of〈SSS, | · |〉 and〈TTT, | · |〉, the integerκ > 0 can be chosen
such that Algorithm 3.6 is a polynomial time u.r.g. for〈PPP, | · |〉.

input n
i← 0, p←⊥
while i < κ andp=⊥ do

i← i +1
s← A(n), t← B(n)
if s 6=⊥ andt 6=⊥ then

p← (s, t)
output p.

Algorithm 3.6:A u.r.g. for the product of combinatorial structures.

Therefore, by Theorem 3.2.1, there exists a polynomial timeu.r.g. for〈SSS·TTT, | · |〉.

Now we consider the case of the union:

Theorem 3.3.2 Under the same hypotheses as in Theorem 3.3.1, if CSSS and CTTT are computable
in polynomial time, then there exist a polynomial time u.r.g. for 〈SSS∪TTT, | · |〉.
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Proof . If UUU = SSS⊕TTT denotes the disjoint union ofSSS and TTT, then 〈UUU , | · |〉 is a polynomial
(possibly ambiguous) description of〈SSS∪TTT, | · |〉 via the identity function (we denote here by
f ) and the ambiguity isd = χSSS+ χTTT . As before, the integerκ > 0 can be chosen such that
Algorithm 3.7 is a polynomial time u.r.g. for〈UUU , | · |〉, whereA andB are the polynomial time
u.r.g. respectively of〈SSS, | · |〉 and〈TTT, | · |〉.

input n
i← 0, ℓ← ⌈logCSSS(n)+CTTT(n)⌉, u←⊥
while i < κ andu=⊥ do

i← i +1
generater ∈ {1, . . . ,2ℓ} uniformly at random
if r ≤CSSS(n) then

u← A(n)
else ifr ≤CSSS(n)+CTTT(n) then

u← B(n)
output u.

Algorithm 3.7:A u.r.g. for the union of combinatorial structures.

Again, by Theorem 3.2.1, there exists a polynomial time u.r.g. for 〈SSS∪TTT, | · |〉.

Finally, sinceCPPP(n) =CSSS(n)CTTT(n) andCUUU(n) =CSSS(n)+CTTT(n), from Theorem 3.2.2 simply
follows

Theorem 3.3.3 Under the same hypotheses as in Theorem 3.3.2, there exist and a fully polyno-
mial time r.a.s. for the census functions CSSS∪TTT and CTTT·SSS.



CHAPTER 4

APPLICATIONS TO

FORMAL L ANGUAGES

A questo piacere contribuisce la varietà, l’incertezza, ilnon veder tutto, il po-
tersi perciò spaziare coll’immaginazione, riguardo a ciò che non si vede. . . È piace-
volissima ancora . . . la vista di una moltitudine innumerabile, come delle stelle, o di
persone ec. un moto molteplice, incerto, confuso, irregolare, disordinato, un ondeg-
giamento vago ec., che l’animo non possa determinare, né concepire definitamente
e distintamente . . .

Giacomo Leopardi,Zibaldone di pensieri

In this chapter we present some nontrivial application of the general paradigm introduced in
the previous chapter to some class of formal languages. In particular, we show how to obtain,
under suitable hypotheses, a polynomial time uniform random generator and a fully polynomial
time randomized approximation schemes for polynomially ambiguous context-free languages,
languages accepted in polynomial time by nondeterministicone-way auxiliary pushdown au-
tomata of polynomial ambiguity and, finally, polynomially ambiguous rational trace languages.

4.1 Context-Free Languages

A natural example of our general paradigm is given by the family of derivation trees of a
context-free grammar, considered as (possibly ambiguous)description of the corresponding
language. Thus, we can design simple u.r.g. and r.a.s. of census functions for inherently am-
biguous context-free languages. These procedures work in polynomial time whenever the de-
gree of ambiguity of the associated grammar is polynomiallybounded. Moreover, if such a
degree is bounded by a constant, both procedures requireO(n2 logn) time on inputn under
logarithmic cost criterion, the same order of growth required by the best known algorithms
(Flajolet, Zimmerman, and Van Cutsem, 1994; Goldwurm, 1995) for the analogous problems in
the unambiguous case (once their time cost is adapted to the PrRAM model of computation).
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To show this application in detail, consider a context-freegrammar (c.f.)G = 〈V,Σ,S,P〉,
whereV is the set of nonterminal symbols (also called variables),Σ is the alphabet of terminals,
S∈V is the initial variable andP is the family of productions. We assumeG in Chomsky normal
form (Hopcroft and Ullman, 1979) without useless variables, i.e., every nonterminal appears in a
derivation of some terminal word1. Moreover, for everyA∈V, let TA be the family of derivation
trees with root labelled byA deriving a word inΣ+. It is easy to see that there are finitely many
t ∈ TS deriving a givenx∈ Σ+; in the following, we denote bŷdG(x) the number of such trees
and callambiguityof G the functiondG : N→ N defined bydG(n) = maxx∈Σn d̂G(x), for every
n ∈ N. The grammarG is saidfinitely ambiguousif there exists ak ∈ N such thatdG(n) ≤ k
for everyn > 0; in particular,G is saidunambiguousif k = 1. On the other hand,G is said
polynomially ambiguousif, for some polynomialp(n), we havedG(n)≤ p(n) for everyn> 0.

Clearly, our idea is to use the structure〈TS, | · |〉 as a (possibly ambiguous) description of
the languageL generated byG, where, for everyt ∈ TS, |t| is the length of the derived word.
However, to get a u.r.g. forL and a r.a.s. for its census function, we first need two preliminary
procedures: one for generating a tree of given size inTS uniformly at random, the other for
computing the degree of ambiguitŷdG(x) for the wordsx∈ Σ+.

4.1.1 Uniform random generation of derivation trees

A u.r.g. for derivation trees can be designed by following a general approach to the uniform
random generation of combinatorial structures proposed byFlajolet et al. (1994). The algorithm
we obtain is similar to the procedure given by Goldwurm (1995) for generating words uniformly
at random in unambiguous c.f. languages. Here, we essentially adapt that routine to our case
and evaluate its time complexity with respect to our model ofcomputation.

To fix the notation, for everyA ∈V andℓ ∈ N, let Tℓ
A be the subset{t ∈ TA : |t| = ℓ}, and

let CA(ℓ) be its cardinality. It is well known that every sequence{CA(ℓ)}ℓ≥1 has an algebraic
generating function (Chomsky and Schützenberger, 1963) and hence, applying Comtet’s recur-
rence equation (Comtet, 1964), its firstn termsCA(1), . . . ,CA(n) can be computed inO(n2)
time on a RAM under logarithmic cost criterion. For eachCA(ℓ) with 1≤ ℓ ≤ n, the integers
bA(ℓ) = ⌈logCA(ℓ)⌉ are then computed, by Lemma A.1.3, inO(ℓ logℓ) time, for an overall time
cost ofO(n2 logn). Observe that this precomputations has to be executed only once even if we
have to generate several derivation trees inTℓ

A.

Then, to generate a tree uniformly at random inTn
S , we apply Algorithm 4.1 which works on

input (A, ℓ) ∈V×N and uses a global parameterκ (depending onn but not onℓ), whose value
will be determined in the following. In the procedure,PA denotes the subset of productions inP
of the formA→BC with B,C ∈V, andP1

A denotes the set of productions inP of the formA→a
with a∈ Σ.

The procedure chooses an element uniformly at random eitherin P1
A (if ℓ= 1), or in the set

PA×{1, . . . , ℓ−1} (if ℓ> 1), the choice depending on a total order relation≤ among the elements
of these sets. To define≤, we assume a lexicographic order4LEX in both alphabetsΣ andV and
setA→a≤ A→b in P1

A if a 4LEX b, while (A→BC,h) ≤ (A→DE,k) in PA×{1, . . . , ℓ− 1} if
eitherh< k, or h= k andBC4LEX DE.

Reasoning by induction onℓ, it is easy to verify that, if the outputA(ℓ) of RandomTree(A, ℓ)
is different from⊥, thenA(ℓ) is uniformly distributed inTℓ

A. More precisely, for everyt ∈ Tn
A ,

1it is well known that every c.f. language not containing the empty wordε can be generated by such a grammar.



§ 4.1 Context-Free Languages 43

procedure RandomTree(A, ℓ)
i← 0, r←⊥, t←⊥
while i < κ andr =⊥ do

i← i +1
generateu∈ {1, . . . ,2bA(ℓ)} uniformly at random
if u≤CA(ℓ) then r ← u

if r 6=⊥ then
if ℓ= 1 then

let A→a be ther-th element ofP1
A

t← (A,a)
else

compute the smallest element(A→BC,k) in PA×{1, . . . , ℓ−1}
such that ∑

(A→DE,h)≤(A→BC,k)

CD(h)CE(ℓ−h)≥ r (∗)

tB←RandomTree(B,k)
tC←RandomTree(C, ℓ−k)
if tB 6=⊥ andtC 6=⊥ then t← (A, tB, tC)

return t.

Algorithm 4.1:a uniform random generator of derivation trees.

we have
Pr{A(n) = t | A(n) 6=⊥}= 1/CA(n).

Now, let us give an upper bound to Pr{A(n) =⊥}. Clearly, this value depends on the global
parameterκ used by the procedure. Denoting bye(ℓ) the maximum of all values Pr{A(ℓ) = ⊥}
for A ∈ V, one can easily show thate(1) ≤ (1/2)κ and e(ℓ) ≤ (1/2)κ +max1≤k≤ℓ−1{e(k) +
e(ℓ− k)} for every 1≤ ℓ ≤ n. A simple induction provese(n) ≤ (2n−1)/2κ and hence fixing
κ = 3+ ⌈logn⌉ we have

Pr{A(n) =⊥} ≤ e(n) < 1/4 for everyA∈V.
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As far as the time complexity is concerned, we assume to search the element(A→BC,k) of
step(∗) by a boustrophedonic2 routine (Flajolet et al., 1994). Again, letN(ℓ) be the maximum
number of PrRAM instructions executed by RandomTree(A, ℓ) for A∈V. Then, for a suitable
constantc> 0, one can write the following recursion, for every 1≤ ℓ≤ n,

N(ℓ) =

{

O(κ) if ℓ= 1

O(κ)+max1≤ j≤ℓ{cmin{ j, ℓ− j}+N( j)+N(ℓ− j)} if ℓ > 1.

This proves thatN(n) =O(κn)+c f(n), f (n) being the solution of the minimax equationf (n) =
max{ f (k)+ f (n− k)+min{k,n− k}} usually arising in the evaluation of the cost of boustro-
phedonic search (Greene and Knuth, 1981). Since it is known that f (n) = O(nlogn), assuming
κ = O(logn), we getN(n) = O(nlogn) which, under our model of computation, gives a to-
tal time costO(n2 logn), since all integers involved in the calls of this routine have O(n) bits.
Finally, as it is straightforward to check, the number of random bits used by the procedure is
O(n2 logn).

We observe that, following an idea described by Goldwurm (1995), the computation of the
coefficients{(CA(ℓ),bA(ℓ)) : A∈V,1≤ ℓ ≤ n} and the actual process of generating a tree uni-
formly at random inTn

S can be mixed together into a unique procedure which only requires
spaceO(n) under logarithmic cost criterion (leaving unchanged the order of growth of the time
complexity).

We summarize the result of this section by the following

Proposition 4.1.1 Given a context-free grammar G= 〈V,Σ,S,P〉 in Chomsky normal form,
there exists a u.r.g. for〈TS, | · |〉 working in O(n2 logn) time and using O(n2 logn) random bits.

4.1.2 Earley’s algorithm for counting derivations

The number of derivation trees of a terminal string in a c.f. grammar can be computed by adapt-
ing Earley’s algorithm (Earley, 1970) for context-free recognition. The main advantage of this
procedure, with respect to the well known CYK algorithm (Harrison, 1978), is that in the case
of a grammar with bounded ambiguity, the computation only requires quadratic time on a RAM
under unit cost criterion (Earley, 1970; Aho and Ullman, 1972).

Let againG= 〈V,Σ,S,P〉 be a c.f. grammar in Chomsky normal form without useless vari-
ables. In passing, we note that the algorithm can be easily modified to work on every c.f.
grammar withoutε and unit productions. Our algorithm manipulates aweightedversion of
the so calleddotted productionsof G, i.e., expressions of the formA→α · β, whereA ∈ V,
α,β ∈ (Σ∪V)∗ andA→αβ ∈ P.

Given an input stringx= a1a2 . . .an, the algorithm computes a table of entriesSi, j , for 0≤
i ≤ j ≤ n, each of which is a list of term of the form[A→α ·β, t], whereA→α · β is a dotted
production inG and t is a positive integer. Each pair[A→α · β, t] is calledstateand t is the
weightof the state.

The table of listsSi, j computed by the algorithm has the following properties for every pair
of indices 0≤ i ≤ j ≤ n:

1. Si, j contains at most one state[A→α ·β, t] for every dotted productionA→α ·β in G;

2i.e., turning like oxen in ploughing (Webster).
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2. a state[A→α · β, t] belongs toSi, j iff there existsδ ∈ V∗ such thatS
∗
⇒ a1 . . .aiAδ and

α ∗
⇒ ai+1 . . .a j ;

3. if [A→α · β, t] belongs toSi, j , then t = #{α ∗
⇒ ai+1 . . .a j}, i.e., the number of leftmost

derivationsα ∗
⇒ ai+1 . . .a j .

Note that, since there are noε-productions,[A→α ·β, t] ∈ Si,i impliesα = ε for every 0≤ i ≤ n.
Furthermore, once the listsSi, j are completed for every 0≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, the number of parse trees
derivingx can be obtained by the sum∑[S→AB·,t]∈S0,n

t.

The algorithm first computes the listS0,0 of all the states[A→·α,1] such thatS
∗
⇒ Aδ for

someδ ∈V∗. Then, it executes, for 1≤ j ≤ n, the cycle ofScanner, Predictor andCompleter
loops given in Algorithm 4.2 computing, at thej-th loop, the listsSi, j for 0≤ i ≤ j. To this
end the procedure maintains a family of setsLB,i for B ∈ V and 1≤ i ≤ j; eachLB,i contains
all indicesk ≤ i such that a state of the form[A→α ·Bβ, t] belongs toSk,i for someA ∈ V,
α,β ∈V ∪{ε}, t ∈ N. Moreover, during the computation every state inSi, j can be unmarked or
marked according to whether it can still be used to add new states in the table.

The statement “ADD D TO Si, j ” simply appends the stateD as unmarked toSi, j and updates
LB,i wheneverD is of the form[A→α ·Bβ, t]; the statement “UPDATE [A→α ·β, t] IN Si, j ” replaces
the state[A→α ·β,u] in Si, j for someu∈N by [A→α ·β, t], finally, “MARK D IN Si, j ” transforms
the stateD in Si, j into a marked state.

We are then able to prove the following

Lemma 4.1.1 The table of lists Si, j , 0≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, computed by the procedure described above
satisfies the properties 1), 2) and 3).

Proof . First, observe that statement 1) is easily verified: at line 5distinct states are added to
an initially empty listSi, j ; at lines 13, 18, 22 a state is added to a list provided no statewith the
same dotted production already appears in the list.

Statement 2) only refers to dotted productions appearing inthe lists and does not concern the
weight of the states. Moreover, disregarding the computations on the weight of the states, the
procedure works on the dotted production exactly like Earley’s algorithm; hence statement 2) is a
consequence of its correctness (for a detailed proof see (Aho and Ullman, 1972, Theorem 4.9)).

Now, let us prove statement 3). First note that all states inSi, j , for 1≤ i ≤ j ≤ n, are
marked during the computation. Hence, we can reason by induction on the order of marking
states. The initial condition is satisfied because all states in eachSj, j , 0≤ j ≤ n, are of the form
[A→·α, t] and have weightt = 1. Also the states of the form[A→a·, t] have weightt = 1 and
again statement 3) is satisfied.

Then, consider a stateD = [A→α ·Bβ,w] ∈ Sk, j with k< j. We claim thatw is the number

of leftmost derivationsαB
∗
⇒ ak+1 . . .a j . A state of this form is first added by theCompleter

at line 13. This means that there exists a set of indicesIk such that for everyi ∈ Ik there is
[A→α ·Bβ,ui ] ∈ Sk,i with ui ∈ N, and a familyUi of sates[B→γ·] ∈ Si,k such that

w= ∑
i∈Ik

∑
[B→γ·,t]∈Ui

tui .

Observe thatk ≤ i < j for every i ∈ Ik andUi is the subset of all states inSi, j with a dotted
production of the formB→γ·. Moreover, each state[A→α ·Bβ,ui ] ∈ Sk,i is marked at line 16
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1 for j = 1. . .n do

Scanner:
2 for i = j−1. . .0 do
3 for [A→·a, t] ∈ Si, j−1 do
4 MARK [A→·a, t] IN Si, j−1

5 if a= a j then ADD [A→a·, t] TO Si, j

Completer:
6 for i = j−1. . .0 do
7 for [B→γ·, t] ∈ Si, j do
8 MARK [B→γ·, t] IN Si, j

9 for k∈ LB,i do
10 for [A→α ·Bβ,u] ∈ Sk,i do
11 if [A→αB ·β,v] ∈ Sk, j

12 then UPDATE [A→αB ·β,v+ tu] IN Sk, j

13 elseADD [A→αB ·β, tu] TO Sk, j

Predictor:
14 for i = 0. . . j−1 do
15 for [A→α ·Bβ, t] ∈ Si, j do
16 MARK [A→α ·Bβ, t] IN Si, j

17 for B→γ ∈ P do
18 if [B→· γ,1] 6∈ Sj, j then ADD [B→· γ,1] TO Sj, j

19 while ∃ UNMARKED [A→·Bβ, t] ∈ Sj, j do
20 MARK [A→·Bβ, t] IN Sj, j

21 for B→γ ∈ P do
22 if [B→· γ,1] 6∈ Sj, j then ADD [B→· γ,1] TO Sj, j

Algorithm 4.2:Part of Earley’s algorithm modified to count derivation trees.

or 20 beforeD is added toSk, j . Also all states inUi , for all i ∈ Ik, are marked during the
computation of the weightw. Observe that, due to the form of the grammar, updating such a
weightw cannot modify the weight of any state inUi. As a consequence all the sates inUi are
marked beforeD. Hence, by inductive hypothesis, we have for everyi ∈ Ik

ui = #{α ∗
⇒ ak+1 . . .ai} (4.1)

and, for each[B→γ·, t] ∈Ui ,
t = #{γ ∗⇒ ai+1 . . .a j}. (4.2)

Now the number of leftmost derivationsαB
∗
⇒ ak+1 . . .a j is clearly given by

∑
k≤i< j

#{α ∗
⇒ ak+1 . . .ai} ∑

B→γ∈P

#{γ ∗⇒ ai+1 . . .a j}

and the claim follows from statement 1) and equalities (4.1)and (4.2).
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Theorem 4.1.1 Given a context-free grammar G in Chomsky normal form and assuming the
RAM model under logarithmic cost criterion, the algorithm described above computes the num-
ber of derivation trees of an input string of length n in O(n4) time, consuming O(n3) space. If
the grammar G is finitely ambiguous, then the algorithm has time complexity O(n2 logn) and
space complexity O(n2).

Proof . We first observe that every listSi, j for 0≤ i ≤ j ≤ n contains at mostO(1) states, each of
which can be represented by one integer of size respectivelyO(1) or O(n) according to wheather
G is finitely ambiguous or not. Since the space taken by the algorithm is essentially due to the
memory required by the tableSi, j , we obtain a space complexityO(n2) for finitely ambiguous
grammars andO(n3) in the general case.

As far as the time complexity is concerned, note that in each loop, for a fixed 1≤ j ≤ n,
theScannerandPredictor phase executeO( j) statements, while theCompleterphase requires
O( jℓ) unit steps, whereℓ is the maximum size of the setsLB,i , B∈V, 0≤ i ≤ j−1. Now, for a
general grammar, we haveℓ = O( j) which implies a total number of unit stepsO(n3): each of
them requires logarithmic timeO(n) leading the overall time complexity toO(n4).

On the contrary, in the case of a finitely ambiguous grammarG, we haveℓ = O(1) and
hence we only needO(logn) logarithmic time to locate each state in the table yielding atotal
time complexityO(n2 logn).

4.1.3 Inherently ambiguous context-free languages

Now, let us go back to our original problem and letL ⊆ Σ∗ be a c.f. language. We recall that
L is unambiguous if it is generated by an unambiguous c.f. grammar, while it is inherently
ambiguouswhenever every c.f. grammarG generatingL is ambiguous. We also say thatL
is finitely (respectively,polynomially) ambiguousif it is generated by a finitely (respectively
polynomially) ambiguous c.f. grammar.

Observe that there are natural examples of polynomially ambiguous c.f. languages which
are not finitely ambiguous. For instance, ifL = {wwR : w ∈ {a,b}}, then it turns out thatL2

is inherently ambiguous, but not finitely ambiguous (Harrison, 1978, Section 7.3): however,
it is easy to verify thatL2 is generated by a grammar of ambiguityO(n) given by the set of
productionsS→AB, A→aAa|bAb|ε andB→aBa|bBb|ε. Similarly, for everyk∈N, the language
(L2 · {♦})k is generated by a grammar of ambiguityO(nk).

Then, applying Propositions4.1.1 and Theorem 4.1.1 to Theorems 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, we obtain

Theorem 4.1.2 If L is a polynomially ambiguous context-free language, then there exists a poly-
nomial time u.r.g. for L and a fully polynomial time r.a.s. for its census function CL. If moreover
CL is polynomially bounded, then there exists a polynomial time r.e.c. for L.

In particular, in the case of finite ambiguity, one gets the following

Corollary 4.1.1 If L is a finitely ambiguous context-free language, then there exists a u.r.g. for
L working in O(n2 logn) time on aPrRAM under logarithmic cost criterion and a r.a.s. for its
census function CL of the same time complexity.
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4.1.4 The grammar as a part of the input

Observe that the results of Sections 4.1.1 and 4.1.2 assume as fixed a c.f. grammarG. In view of
an application presented in the next section, here we study the complexity of similar algorithms
takingG as a part of the input.

To this end, we need a definition of the dimension of a c.f. grammar; if G= 〈V,Σ,S,P〉, we
define its dimension|G| as the number of bits needed to encode it, which isO(#PℓG log(#V +
#Σ)), whereℓG is the maximum number of symbols appearing in the right hand side of a pro-
duction inP. Also in this case, we restrict to c.f. grammars in Chomsky normal form, since it is
known (Harrison, 1978) that every c.f. grammarG can be transformed in a c.f. grammarG′ in
Chomsky normal form in time polynomial in|G| (and hence|G′| is polynomially related to|G|).

Given a c.f. grammarG= 〈V,Σ,S,P〉 (in Chomsky normal form) andn> 0, what is essen-
tially needed to generate (uniformly at random) a derivation tree of a word of lengthn, are the
coefficientsCA(ℓ), for 1≤ ℓ≤ n andA∈V ( see Section 4.1.1). Observe that the method used in
that section, fundamentally based on Comtet’s recurrence equation, can, in general, require time
exponential in|G|. Nonetheless, by a modified version of the CYK algorithm (Harrison, 1978),
we obtain the following

Lemma 4.1.2 There exists an algorithm that, having as input a c.f. grammar G= 〈V,Σ,S,P〉 (in
Chomsky normal form), A∈ V and n> 0, computes CA(n) in O(n3|G|) time on aRAM under
logarithmic cost criterion.

Proof . We design such an algorithm by an application of dynamic programming and of the well
known convolution property

CA(ℓ) = ∑
A→BC∈P

ℓ−1

∑
i=1

CB(i)CC(ℓ− i)

which holds for everyA∈V andℓ > 0. Consider Algorithm 4.3, wherec(A;k), for A∈V and
1≤ k≤ n, is an array of integer.

1 input G= 〈V,Σ,S,P〉,A,n
2 for all B∈V do c(B;1)← 0
3 for all B→a∈ P do c(B;1)← c(B;1)+1
4 for k= 2. . .n do
5 for all B→CD∈ P do
6 c(B;k)← c(B;k)+∑0<i<k c(C; i)c(D;k− i)
7 output c(A;n).

Algorithm 4.3:Counting derivation trees.

To prove the correctness of the algorithm, we prove a somehowstronger result: at the be-
ginning of each iteration of the loop at line 4,c(B;ℓ) = CB(ℓ) for everyB ∈ V and 1≤ ℓ < k.
By induction onk: if k = 2, then the loop at lines 2 and 3 compute exactlyCA(1) for every
B ∈ V, moreover, the loop at line 4 makes no iteration, hence the statement is true. Ifk > 2,
then∑0<i<kc(C; i)c(D;k− i), by inductive hypothesis, is equal to the number of parse trees in
Tk

B with the first derivation corresponding toB→CD. Then the loop at line 5 collects inc(B;k)
the valueCB(k) by iteratively summing over all the production inP with B on the left, for every
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B ∈V. To obtain an upper bound on the computation time, observe that the sum of line 6 has
at mostn summands and is in a nested loop which is executedO(n#P) times, and that all the
involved integers have sizeO(n) bits.

Then, as discussed in Section 4.1.1, we can apply Algorithms4.3 and 4.1 to obtain the
following

Proposition 4.1.2 There exists a u.r.g. of derivation trees that, given a c.f. grammar G in Chom-
sky normal form and n> 0 as input, works on aPrRAM in time polynomial in|G| and n.

Furthermore, the algorithm of Section 4.1.2 to compute the number of derivation trees of a
terminal string, can be used also assuming the grammar as part of the input. A simple analysis
leads to the following

Proposition 4.1.3 The number of derivation trees of a terminal string x in a context-free gram-
mar G in Chomsky normal form can be computed in time polynomial in |G| and |x| on aRAM
under logarithmic cost criterion.

4.2 One-way Nondeterministic Auxiliary Pushdown Automata

In this section we show how to apply the general technique of Chapter 3 to the case of lan-
guages accepted by polynomial timeone-way nondeterministic auxiliary pushdown automata
(1-NAuxPDA, see Section 2.3 for a definition of the model).

We recall that, given a 1-NAuxPDAM, the ambiguityof M is the functiondM : N→ N
defined as the maximum number of accepting computations for every input string of length
n∈ N. Hence, we say thatM is polynomially ambiguousif, for some polynomialp(n), we have
dM(n) ≤ p(n) for everyn> 0. We also recall that it is well known that, given an integer input
n> 0, a context-free grammarGn can be built, in time polynomial inn, such thatL(Gn)∩Σn =
L(M)∩Σn, whereL(Gn) ⊆ Σ∗ is the language generated byGn andL(M)⊆ Σ∗ is the language
accepted byM. This allows us to apply the results of the previous section to the languages
accepted by 1-NAuxPDA.

Here, we describe a modified version of the usual construction of Gn given by Cook (1971);
Allender, Bruschi, and Pighizzini (1993) which allows to bound the ambiguity ofGn with re-
spect to the ambiguity ofM. First of all, we assume without loss of generality that the automaton
cannot simultaneously consume input and modify the contentof the stack and that at most one
symbol can be pushed or popped for each single move.

A surface configuration(Cook, 1970) of a 1-NAuxPDAM on inputx ∈ Σ+ of lengthn is
a 5-tuple(q,w, i,Γ, j) whereq is the state ofM, w the content of its work tape, 1≤ i ≤ |w| the
work tape head position,Γ the symbol on top of the stack and 1≤ j ≤ n+1 the input tape head
position. Observe that there arenO(1) surface configurations on any input of lengthn≥ 0. Two
surface configurationsC1,C2 form arealizable pair(C1,C2) (on a word y∈ Σ+) iff M can move
(consuming inputy) from C1 to C2, ending with its stack at the same height as inC1, without
popping below this height at any step of the computation. If(C1,D) is a realizable pair ony′ and
(D,C2) is a realizable pair ony′′, then it is straightforward to check that(C1,C2) is a realizable
pair ony = y′y′′. Let Sn be the set of surface configurations ofM on inputs of lengthn and
define the c.f. grammarGn(M) by the following statements:
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(a) the set of nonterminal symbolV contains each(C1,C2, ℓ) such thatC1,C2 ∈ Sn and ℓ ∈
{0,1};

(b) the set of terminal symbols isΣ;

(c) the initial variable is(Cin,Cfin), whereCin andCfin represent respectively the initial and final
surface configuration ofM;

(d) the setP of productions is given as follows:

(1) (C1,C2,0)→σ ∈ P iff (C1,C2) is a realizable pair onσ ∈ Σ∪ {ε} via a single move
computation;

(2) (C1,C2,0)→(C1,D,1)(D,C2, ℓ) ∈ P, for ℓ ∈ {0,1}, iff C1,C2,D ∈Sn;

(3) (C1,C2,1)→(D1,D2, ℓ) ∈ P, for ℓ ∈ {0,1}, iff C1,D1,D2,C2 ∈Sn, D1 can be reached
from C1 by a single move pushing a symbol on top of the stack andC2 can be reached
from D2 by a single move popping the same symbol from the top of the stack.

For the sake of brevity define, for each realizable pair(C1,C2), the setC (C1,C2) of all
computations ofM starting fromC1 and ending inC2 with the stack at the same height as
in C1, without popping below this height at any point of the computation; define also the
subsetC1(C1,C2) ⊆ C (C1,C2) of such computations (of at least two steps) during which the
stack height never equals the stack height at the extremesC1,C2 and the subsetCo(C1,C2) =
C (C1,C2) \C1(C1,C2) of computations during which the stack height equals, at least once, the
stack height at the extremesC1,C2.

Fist of all, observe that, following Cook (1971) and Allender et al. (1993), it is possible to
prove the

Proposition 4.2.1 Given a1-NAuxPDA M working in polynomial time, there exists an algo-
rithm computing, on input n> 0, the c.f. grammar Gn(M) in polynomial time on aRAM under
logarithmic cost criterion.

We now turn to show that the c.f. grammarGn(M) defined above exactly generates the set
of strings of lengthn accepted byM:

Lemma 4.2.1 Given a1-NAuxPDAM, the c.f. grammar Gn(M) is such that

(i) if (C1,C2) is a realizable pair on y via a computation inCℓ(C1,C2), then(C1,C2, ℓ)
∗
⇒ y;

(ii) if (C1,C2, ℓ)
∗
⇒ y, then(C1,C2) is a realizable pair on y via a computation inCℓ(C1,C2).

Proof . We prove statement (i) by induction on the numberm of computation steps fromC1 to
C2. If m= 1 then the computation can only be inC0(C1,C2) and consumes at most one symbol
σ ∈ Σ∪{ε}; then, by (d1),(C1,C2,0)→σ ∗

⇒ σ.

If m> 1 and the computation is inC0(C1,C2) let D be the first surface configuration after
C1 in the computation for which the stack height equals that ofC1,C2; it is then straightfor-
ward to check that(C1,D) is a realizable pair on somey′ via a computation inC1(C1,D) and
(C2,D) is a realizable pair on somey′′ via a computation inCℓ(D,C2), for someℓ ∈ {0,1},
where y = y′y′′; moreover these computations have both fewer steps then theone between
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C1 andC2. Hence, by inductive hypothesis,(C1,D,1)
∗
⇒ y′ and (D,C2, ℓ)

∗
⇒ y′′ and, by (d2),

(C1,C2,0)→(C1,D,1)(D,C2, ℓ)
∗
⇒ y′y′′ = y.

Finally, if m> 1 and the computation is inC1(C1,C2), then it is straightforward to check that
the first move afterC1 (say, to a surface configurationD1) has to be a push and the last move
beforeC2 (say, from a surface configurationD2), has to be a pop of the same symbol; moreover,
since the moves fromC1 to D1 and fromD2 to C2 alter the stack and hence consume no input,
(D1,D2) is a realizable pair ony via a computation inCℓ(D1,D2), for someℓ∈{0,1}, have fewer
steps than the computation betweenC1 andC2. Then, by inductive hypothesis,(D1,D2, ℓ)

∗
⇒ y

and, by (d3),(C1,C2,1)→(D1,D2, ℓ)
∗
⇒ y.

Now we prove statement (ii) by induction on the numberk of derivation steps. Ifk = 1 the
only production leading to a terminal symbol is the one in (d1), hence the statement is obvious.

On the other hand, ifk> 1 andℓ= 0, then, by (d2), the derivation can only be of the form
(C1,C2,0)→(C1,D,1)(D,C2, ℓ

′)
∗
⇒ y′y′′ = y, for someℓ′ ∈ {0,1}, where(C1,D,1)

∗
⇒ y′ and

(D,C2, ℓ
′)
∗
⇒ y′′ and both derivations have less thenk steps; then, by inductive hypothesis,(C1,D)

is a realizable pair ony′ and(D,C2) is a realizable pair ony′′, hence(C1,C2) is a realizable pair
on y via a computation inC0(C1,C2).

If k > 1 and ℓ = 1, then, by (d3), the derivation can only be of the form(C1,C2,1)→
(D1,D2, ℓ

′)
∗
⇒ y, for someℓ′ ∈ {0,1}, where(D1,D2, ℓ

′)
∗
⇒ y in k− 1 steps; by inductive hy-

pothesis,(D1,D2) is a realizable pair ony; moreover, by (d3),D1 can be reached fromC1 with a
single push move andC2 can be reached fromD2 with a single pop of the same symbol, hence it
is straightforward to verify that(C1,C2) is a realizable pair ony via a computation inC1(C1,C2).

In order to apply the result on c.f. grammars of Section 4.1 inthis case, we have to bound
the ambiguity ofGn(M). To this end, we have the following

Lemma 4.2.2 Given a1-NAuxPDA M, the number of leftmost derivations(C1,C2, ℓ)
∗
⇒ y in

Gn(M) is less than or equal to the number of computations inCℓ(C1,C2) consuming y.

Proof . We want to prove that, for everyC1,C2 ∈Sn andy ∈ Σ∗, the proofs of Lemma 4.2.1
define a bijective map from the leftmost derivations(C1,C2, ℓ)

∗
⇒ y to the computations in

Cℓ(C1,C2) consumingy.

By the construction, it is clear that such a map is surjective. Hence, we simply have to show
that it is injective, i.e., if the computations associated with two leftmost derivations are equal,
then the two derivations themselves are the same. We work by induction on the numberm of
steps of the computation. Ifm= 1 the statement is obvious.

If m> 1 andℓ= 0, let, for i ∈ {1,2}, (C1,C2,0)→(C1,Di ,1)(Di ,C2, ℓi)
∗
⇒ y be two leftmost

derivations (for someℓi ∈ {0,1} andDi ∈Sn). By construction of the grammar, if the associated
computations are equal, thenD1 =D2, ℓ1 = ℓ2 and there exist two wordsy′,y′′ such thaty= y′y′′,
(C1,Di,1)

∗
⇒ y′ and(Di ,C2, ℓi)

∗
⇒ y′′, for i ∈ {1,2}. Then, by inductive hypothesis,(C1,Di,1)

∗
⇒

y′ are the same leftmost derivation fori ∈ {1,2} and (Di ,C2, ℓi)
∗
⇒ y′′ are the same leftmost

derivation for i ∈ {1,2}. Hence(C1,C2,0)→(C1,Di,1)(Di ,C2, ℓi)
∗
⇒ y are the same leftmost

derivation fori ∈ {1,2}.

If m> 1 andℓ= 1, let, for i ∈ {1,2}, (C1,C2,1)→(D1,i ,D2,i , ℓi)
∗
⇒ y be two leftmost deriva-

tions (for someℓi ∈ {0,1} andD1,i ,D2,i ∈Sn). If the associated computations are equal, then
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again by the construction of the grammar,D1,1 = D1,2, D2,1 = D2,2 and ℓ1 = ℓ2, hence, for
i ∈ {1,2}, (D1,i ,D2,i , ℓi)

∗
⇒ y. Moreover, by inductive hypothesis, the two derivations are the

same leftmost derivation fori ∈ {1,2}, hence(C1,C2,1)→(D1,i ,D2,i , ℓi)
∗
⇒ y are the same left-

most derivation fori ∈ {1,2}.

We can now conclude our discussion: by Theorem 3.2.1 and 3.2.2, an application of the
results of Section 4.1.4 and of this section, leads to the following

Theorem 4.2.1 Let L be the language accepted by a polynomial time1-NAuxPDA with poly-
nomial ambiguity. Then there exists a polynomial time u.r.g. for L and a fully polynomial time
r.a.s. for its census function CL. If moreover CL is polynomially bounded, then there exists a
polynomial time r.e.c. for L.

4.3 Rational Trace Languages

Another application concerns the uniform random generation and the census function of trace
languages. To study this case we refer to Diekert and Métivier (1997) for basic definitions. We
only recall that, given a trace monoidM(Σ, I) over the independence alphabet(Σ, I), a trace
language, i.e., a subset ofM(Σ, I), is usually specified by considering a string languageL⊆ Σ∗
and taking the closure[L] = {t ∈M(Σ, I) : t = [x] for somex∈ L}. In particular, a trace language
T ⊆M(Σ, I) is calledrational if T = [L] for some regular languageL ⊆ Σ∗. In this case we say
that T is representedby L and theambiguityof this representation is the functiondL : N→
N, defined bydL(n) = maxx∈Σn #(L∩ [x]). We say that a rational trace languageT is finitely
ambiguousif it is represented by a regular languageL such that, for somek∈ N, dL(n) ≤ k for
everyn> 0; in this case we say thatT hasambiguity k.

In the following, assuming a given independence alphabet(Σ, I), we denote byR the set of
all rational trace languages inM(Σ, I) and, byRk, the subset of trace languages inR of ambigu-
ity k. Clearly, for every independence alphabet(Σ, I), we haveR1⊆R2⊆ ·· · ⊆

⋃∞
k=1Rk ⊆R.

The properties of these families of languages have been studied in the literature by Bertoni et al.
(1982); Bertoni, Mauri, and Sabadini (1985); Sakarovitch (1987) extending a previous study on
unambiguous rational sets in totally commutative monoids by Eilenberg and Schützenberger
(1969). In particular, it is known thatR1 = R iff the independence relationI is transitive
(Bertoni et al., 1985; Sakarovitch, 1987); on the other hand, if I is not transitive, then we get the
following chain of strict inclusions:

R1(R2( · · ·(
∞⋃

k=1

Rk (R.

We say that a rational trace languageT is polynomially ambiguousif it is represented by a
regular languageL such that, for some polynomialp(n), we havedL(n) ≤ p(n) for everyn> 0.
Observe that there exist examples of polynomially ambiguous rational trace languages that are
not finitely ambiguous. For instance, fixingI = {(a,b),(b,c)}, if L= (a∗c)∗(ab)∗c(a∗c)∗, then it
turns out that[L] does not belong to

⋃∞
k=1Rk (Bertoni et al., 1982): however,[L] is polynomially

ambiguous withdL(n) = O(n) since, for everyx of the formx= ak1cak2c. . . (ab)kscaks+1c. . .akt c
with k1, . . . ,ks, . . .kt ∈ N, it holds

L∩ [x] = {ak1c. . . (ab)ki c. . .akt c : ki = ks,1≤ i ≤ t}.
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Now, let us go back to our problem: here, we want to useL as an ambiguous description
of [L]. Also in this case, we first have to design two routines: one for generating a word inL
uniformly at random and the other for determining the numberof representatives of a trace in
a given regular languageL. The first routine is already discussed in Section 3.1.4. Theother
algorithm is obtained by adapting a procedure for solving the membership problem for rational
trace language (Bertoni, Mauri, and Sabadini, 1989; Avellone and Goldwurm, 1998):

Proposition 4.3.1 Given an independence alphabet(Σ, I) and a regular language L⊆ Σ∗, the
problem of determining the cardinality of L∩ [x], given x∈ L as input, can be solved on aRAM
under unit cost criterion in O(nα) time, whereα is the maximum clique size in(Σ, I).

As a consequence, we can apply the general paradigm for uniform random generation and
approximate counting presented in Chapter 3. This leads to the following

Theorem 4.3.1 Let T⊆M(Σ, I) be a finitely ambiguous rational trace language and assume
I 6=∅. Then, T admits a u.r.g. working in O(nα logn) time and using O(n2 logn) random bits on
a PrRAM under logarithmic cost criterion, whereα is the size of the maximum clique in(Σ, I).
Moreover, there exists a r.a.s. for the census function of T of the same time complexity. On the
other hand, if T is polynomially ambiguous, then it admits a polynomial time u.r.g. and a fully
polynomial time r.a.s. for its census function.





CHAPTER 5

SOME REMARKS

Spesso c’è bonaccia sulla pagina.
Inutile girarla per cercare
l’angolo del vento.
Si sta fermi,
il pensiero oscilla,
si riparano le cose
che la navigazione ha guastato.

Valerio Magrelli,Ora serrata retinae

In this brief chapter we investigate how to extend some result of the two previous chap-
ters about combinatorial structures back to the more general case ofp-relations. In particular,
we shortly investigate some closure property of some classes of p-relations under union and
complement boolean operators, once suitably adapted to thecase ofp-relations.

5.1 From Combinatorial Structures to p-Relations

As we have stated at the beginning of Chapter 3, for the sake ofbrevity and clarity in the def-
initions and proofs, we have restricted our attention to combinatorial structures instead ofp-
relations. Here we want to briefly and informally suggest that the results obtained so far can be
generalized back to the case ofp-relations.

To this aim, one needs a definition ofdescriptionsuitable to the case of relation. A proposal
can be the following: ap-relation S⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is an (ambiguous) descriptionof a p-relation
R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ via the functionf : S→R iff, for every α,β ∈ Σ∗ such thatα Rβ, there exists some
γ ∈ S(α) such thatf (α,γ) = (α,β). In this case, theambiguityof the description is the function
d : R→N defined byd((α,β)) = #{γ ∈ S(α) : f (α,γ) = (α,β)} and the description is said to be
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polynomial wheneverf andd are computable in time polynomial in|α| and there exists some
D ∈ N such thatd((α,β)) = O(|α|D).

The results of Chapter 3 can be rephrased according to the following

Corollary 5.1.1 If a p-relation R has a polynomially (ambiguous) description S which admits a
polynomial time u.r.g., then R admits a polynomial time u.r.g.; moreover, if, for everyα∈ Σ∗, the
cardinality of S(α) can be computed in time polynomial in|α|, then R admits a fully polynomial
r.a.s..

In particular, Theorem 2.3.1 of Section 4.2 can be generalized to extended one-way non-
deterministic auxiliary pushdown automata (see Section 2.3), obtaining the following stronger
version of Corollary 2.3.1

Corollary 5.1.2 If a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ is accepted by a polynomially ambiguous extended
one-way nondeterministic auxiliary pushdown automaton working in polynomial time, then R
admits a polynomial time uniform random generator.

Proof . The proof follows from an argument similar to the beginning of the proof of Theo-
rem 2.3.1: given an extended 1-NAuxPDAM, with state setQ, and someα∈Σ∗, it is always pos-
sible to build (in time polynomial in|α|) a 1-NAuxPDAM(α), with state setQ×{1, . . . , |α|}×Σ,
such that the computation ofM(α) on inputβ efficiently simulates the computation ofA on input
(α,β) for everyβ ∈ Σ∗ and has the same ambiguity asM. The result then follows by applying
Theorem 4.2.1 toM(α).

5.2 Thep-Union

In this section we want to investigate the closure with respect to the union of some of the classes
of p-relations we have encountered in previous chapters.

First of all, we need the following

Definition 5.2.1 Let S⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ and R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗ be two p-relations. Their p-union R∪p S is
defined asα (R∪p S) β iff α Rβ or α Sβ, whenever the polynomials which relate the length of
the elements in the domain to the length of the elements in thecodomain are identical, otherwise
is undefined.



§ 5.3 The p-Complement 57

Then, by means of Corollary 5.1.1 and Theorem 3.3.2, one can obtain the following

Proposition 5.2.1 Let S⊆ Σ∗× Σ∗ and R⊆ Σ∗× Σ∗ are two p-relations such that R∪p S is
defined. If rR∈ FPand rS∈ FP, then R∪p S admits a polynomial time u.r.g..

On the other hand, it is known (Huynh, 1990, Theorem 3.1) thatthere exist two unambiguous
context free languageŝL1, L̂2 such that their union is inherently ambiguous and its rank isnot
polynomial time computable unless P= P♯P. Moreover, it is also known (Goldberg and Sipser,
1991) that unambiguous context free languages are rankablein polynomial time and hence the
slice relations1 of L̂1, L̂2 are both rankable in polynomial time.

We can summarize this discussion in the following

Proposition 5.2.2 The class of p-relations that are rankable in polynomial time is not close
under p-union, hence it is a proper subclass of the class of p-relations admitting a polynomial
time u.r.g. (unlessP= P♯P).

5.3 Thep-Complement

Now we consider the closure with respect to the complement ofsome of the classes ofp-
relations. For this reason, we suggest the following

Definition 5.3.1 Given a p-relation R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗, its p-complement Rpc is the p-relation Rpc⊆
Σ∗×Σ∗ defined asα Rpc β iff not α Rβ and |β|= p(|α|).

Now, we show that there exists ap-relation R̂ such that it admits a polynomial time u.r.g.,
but the same does not hold for itsp-complement. LetR̂= (G,U) be thep-relation such that
U ⊆V is an independent setof the graphG = 〈V,E〉, i.e., for every pair of nodesu,v∈U the
edge(u,v) does not belong toE; if V = {v1, . . . ,vn}, assume to representU over{0,1}∗ by a
stringu1 . . .un such thatui is 1 iff vi ∈U , for 1≤ i ≤ n.

It is then clear that̂Rpc is the relation(G,U) where eitherG is not (a correct encoding of)
a graph andU is any string of lengthp(|G|), or G= 〈V,E〉 is a graph andU ⊆ V is such that
(u,v) ∈ E for someu,v∈U .

As proved by Sinclair (1988, Theorem 1.17), ifR̂ admits a polynomial time u.r.g., then
NP= RP. However, using the algorithm for generating uniformly at random the satisfying
assignment to a boolean formula in disjunctive normal form (DNF) given by Jerrum et al. (1986),
we can prove the following

Lemma 5.3.1 There exists a polynomial time u.r.g. forR̂pc.

Proof . Let G be an element of the domain ofR. If G is not a graph, it is easy to generate
uniformly at random an element of{0,1}p(|G|). On the other hand, letG= 〈V,E〉 be a graph and
consider the DNF ∨

(v,v′)∈E

xv∧xv′

1see Section 1.2.
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in the variablesXG = {xv : v ∈ V}. It is easy to verify that every truth assignmentτ : XG→
true, false} satisfies the DNF iffU = {v : τ(xv) = true} is such that(G,U) ∈ R̂pc. Hence, the
result follows by applying the u.r.g. for the DNF given by Jerrum et al. (1986).

On the other hand, by observing thatrRpc(α,β) = #{γ : γ 4LEX β}− rR(α,β), one can imme-
diately conclude the following

Proposition 5.3.1 The class of p-relation that are rankable in polynomial timeis closed under
p-complement, hence it is a proper subclass of the class of p-relations admitting a polynomial
time u.r.g. (unlessNP= RP).

The situation discussed in these last two section it then illustrated by Figure 5.1, where the
endpoints of the dotted arrows are as shown (from top to bottom) if NP 6= RP and P6= P♯P.

admitting a polynomial time uniform random generator

L̂2

L̂1

L̂1∪ L̂2

R̂pc R̂
admitting polynomial time rank

Figure 5.1:Some classes ofp-relations.



CHAPTER 6

APPLICATIONS TO

COMBINATORIAL OPTIMIZATION

Hay que cansar los números.
Que cuenten sin parar,
que se embriaguen contando,
y que no sepan ya
cuál de ellos será el último:
¡qué vivir sin final!
Que un gran tropel de ceros
asalte nuestras dichas
esbeltas, al pasar,
y las lleve a su cima.
Que se rompan las cifras,
sin poder calcular
ni el tiempo ni los besos.

Pedro Salinas,La voz a ti debida

In this chapter we discuss an application of uniform random generation tocombinatorial
optimization; notice that the research field of combinatorial optimization is so relevant to the
theory and practice of computer science that part of the contents of this chapter has been the
very inspiration originally motivating this entire work.

After a short general introduction, we focus on thelocal searchparadigm which is probably
the most used technique to solve combinatorial optimization problems since it combines sim-
plicity and empirical success in many applications. As studied by Grossi (1999), one way to
improve and fully exploit the power of local search consist in the use of uniform random gen-
erators for producing an initial solution; in connection tothis fact, it has been possible to define
the class ofexpectation-guaranteedproblems: a wide and natural class whose member admit
efficient deterministic approximation algorithms obtained by derandomizingsuch a process of
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random generation. In the last section of this chapter we show a negative result concerning this
approach by proving that not every problem admits an efficient derandomization, unless P= ♯P.

6.1 Some Basic Definitions and Properties

This section is intended to be a very short introduction to the basic definitions and known facts
about combinatorial optimization; a complete and exhaustive treatment of this subject if far
behind the scope of this work; for a more comprehensive treatment of this topic, see for instance
(Garey and Johnson, 1979; Bovet and Crescenzi, 1993; Papadimitriou, 1994; Hochbaum, 1997).

6.1.1 The classNPO

We begin by recalling the definition of a particular class of combinatorial optimization problems
which captures the most part of problems of practical interest; we observe that our definition is
slightly different from the standard one because of our use of p-relations

Definition 6.1.1 A NP optimization(NPO) problem is a3-tuple(R,g,goal) where R⊆ Σ∗×Σ∗
is a p-relation, theobjective functiong : Σ∗×Σ∗→N is a polynomial time computable function
and goal∈ {min,max}. Moreover, the problem is said to bepolynomially boundedwhenever
the value of g(α,β) is bounded by a polynomial in|α|, for everyα,β.

As we have anticipated in Section 1.2, thep-relationR serves both to express, via its domain,
the set ofinstancesof the problem dom(R) = {α ∈ Σ∗ : α R β for someβ ∈ Σ∗} and, for each
instanceα ∈ dom(R), the set of itsfeasible solutionssol(α) = {β ∈ Σ∗ : α R β}. The objective
function, also calledvalue, or measureof the solution, together with the goal of the problem,
defines itsoptimumas

opt(α) = goal
β∈sol(α)

g(α,β).

Hence, thesolutionof a NPO problem consists in finding, for every instanceα ∈ dom(R), an
optimum solutionβ̃ ∈ sol(α) such thatg(α, β̃) = opt(α). Finally, recall that with every NPO
problem it can be associated itsdecision versionwhose solution is to decide, for every pair(α, t)
with α ∈ dom(R) andt ∈Q, whether opt(α)≤ t (if goal= min), or opt(α)≥ t (if goal= max).

Some example of problems in this class are the “Max Cut” and “Max Clique” problems1.
In both cases, the instances are graphsG = (V,E). For “Max Cut” case, for each graphG,
the feasible solutions are partitions of its vertex setV into disjoint sets〈V1,V2〉 and the goal
is to maximize the measure of a partition, defined as the cardinality of the induced cut, i.e.,
the number of edges with one endpoint inV1 and the other inV2. On the other hand, in “Max
Clique” problem, for each graphG, the feasible solutions are subset of verticesV ′ ⊆ V which
are all pairwise adjacent, i.e., every pair of vertices inV ′ are joined by an edge inE; in this case
the goal is to maximize the measure of such subsets, defined astheir cardinality.

1for a thorough compendium of NPO problems, see the survey of Crescenzi and Kann (1998).
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6.1.2 Approximation algorithms and approximation classes

It is well known (Karp, 1972; Garey and Johnson, 1979) that, under the conjecture P6= NP,
every NPO problem whose corresponding decision version is NP-complete is not solvable in
polynomial time. As a consequence, if we are interested in “efficient” algorithms, we have
to restrict our attention only to polynomial time computable “approximate solutions” of the
problem. More formally

Definition 6.1.2 Let (R,g,goal) be aNPOproblem. Given an instanceα ∈ dom(R) and a fea-
sible solutionβ ∈ sol(α), theperformance ratioR(α,β) of β with respect toα is

R(α,β) = max

{

opt(α)
g(α,β)

,
g(α,β)
opt(α)

}

and therelative errorE (α,β) of β with respect toα is

E (α,β) =
|opt(α)−g(α,β)|

max{opt(α),g(α,β)}
.

Obviously, the closer to 1 (respectively 0) is the performance ratio (respectively relative error),
the better are the solutions. There is a strict relationshipbetween the performance ratio and the
relative error:

R(α,β) =
1

1−E (α,β)
.

The concepts expressed so far allow us to define what anapproximation algorithmis

Definition 6.1.3 Given a function r: N→ [1,∞), an algorithm A is a r(n)-approximation algo-
rithm for a NPO problem(R,g,goal) iff, for every instanceα ∈ dom(R), it returns a feasible
solution A(α) ∈ sol(α) such that

R(α,A(α)) ≤ r(|α|).

Similarly, one can define anapproximation schemeas follows

Definition 6.1.4 An algorithm A is anapproximation schemefor a NPOproblem(R,g,goal) iff,
for every instanceα∈ dom(R) and r∈ (1,∞), it returns a feasible solution A(α, r) ∈ sol(α) such
that

R(α,A(α, r)) ≤ r.

An approximation scheme is said to bepolynomialif it works in time polynomial in|α| and fully
polynomialif it works in time polynomial in|α| and r/(r−1).

This notion gives rise in a natural way to various classes of NPO problems according to the
existence of approximation algorithms satisfying specificperformance bound. As an example,
we just recall some of such classes we will refer to later on inthis chapter. The class of NPO
problems approximable within a constant factor is defined asfollows

Definition 6.1.5 A NPOproblem belongs to the classAPX if, for some r> 1, it exists a polyno-
mial time r-approximation algorithm for it.

Then we can look for problems admitting efficient approximation schemes
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Definition 6.1.6 A NPOproblem belongs to the classPTAS if it admits a polynomial time ap-
proximation scheme; similarly, it belongs to the classFPTASif it admits a fully polynomial time
approximation scheme.

Observe that these classes do not trivially coincide since,for instance, it is known that every
problems in NPO whose decision version is strongly NP-complete cannot have a fully polyno-
mial time approximation scheme (Garey and Johnson, 1979). As it is obvious to conclude from
the previous definitions

Proposition 6.1.1 FPTAS⊆ PTAS⊆ APX.

6.1.3 Logically definable approximation classes

Other classes of NPO problems can be described by means of theso calledlogical definabil-
ity (for a survey, see the work of Kolaitis and Thakur (1994)), a concept inspired by Fagin’s
characterization of NP in terms of second-order logic on finite structures (Fagin, 1974). More
precisely, according to such approach, a class of finite structures is NP-computable iff it is defin-
able by anexistential second-order formula, i.e., an expression of the form∃SSSφ(GGG,SSS), whereGGG
is afinite structure, SSS is a finite sequence of predicate symbols of bounded arity, and φ(GGG,SSS) is a
first-order formula. It is well known that every such formulais equivalent to a formula inprenex
normal form, i.e., one of the form∃SSS∀xxx∃yyyϕ(xxx,yyy,GGG,SSS), whereϕ is a quantifier-free formula and
xxx= (x1, . . . ,x j), yyy= (y1, . . . ,yk) are finite sequences of first-order variables (for an introduction
to the logic details, see, for instance, (Barwise, 1977)).

According to this framework, Papadimitriou and Yannakakis(1991) introduced the class
MaxNP of maximization problems whose optimum can be defined as

max
SSS
|{xxx : ∃yyyϕ(xxx,yyy,GGG,SSS)}|,

whereϕ is a quantifier-free first order formula. Intuitively, in a NPdecision problem one seeks
the predicatesSSS that satisft some existential second-order sentence∀xxx∃yyyϕ(xxx,yyy,GGG,SSS), while in
the corresponding maximization version in MaxNP one seeks those predicatesSSS that maximize
the number of tuplesxxx satisfying the existential first-order sentence∃yyyϕ(xxx,yyy,GGG,SSS).

A canonical example in such class is the “Max Sat” problem2, the instances of which are
collectionsC of clauses, i.e., a disjunction of literals, where a literalis a variable or a negated
variable; feasible solutions are truth assignments to the variables and the goal is to maximize
the number of clauses satisfied by the truth assignment. The optimum of such problem can be
written as

max
T
|{ω ∈C : ∃x[(T(x)∧P(ω,x))∨ (¬T(x)∧N(ω,x))]}|

whereT = {x∈ X : τ(x) = 1} is the set of variables which are true under the truth assignment
τ : X→ {0,1}, and the binary predicatesP(ω,x) andN(ω,x) express the fact that the literalx
appears as positive, respectively negative, in the clauseω.

The syntactic view has proven useful not only in obtaining structural complexity results, but
also in developing paradigms for designing efficient approximation algorithms as, for instance,
stated by Papadimitriou and Yannakakis (1991).

2For a more formal definition, see (Crescenzi and Kann, 1998).
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Proposition 6.1.2 For every problem inMaxNP there exists a polynomial time approximation
algorithm whose performance ratio is bounded by a constant,therefore

MaxNP⊆ APX.

The same clearly holds for a subclass of MaxNP, called MaxSNP(“S” stands forstrict), con-
sisting of those maximization problems that are defined by quantifier-free formulae, such as

max
SSS
|{xxx : ϕ(xxx,GGG,SSS)}|,

whereϕ is quantifier-free. The class MaxSNP contains several natural maximization problems
such as “Max 3-Sat” (the version of “Max Sat” with exactly three literals per clause).

6.1.4 Approximation preserving reductions

A basic notion in complexity theory is that ofreducibility. Roughly speaking, a reduction be-
tween two decision problems allows one to transforms every algorithm for solving a problem in
an algorithm to solve the other. More formally, if the languagesL,L′ ⊆ Σ∗ encode two decision
problems, we say that there is amany-onereduction fromL to L′ if there exists a polynomial
time computable functionf : Σ∗→ Σ∗ such thatω ∈ L iff f (ω) ∈ L′.

Unfortunately, in the context of approximation, these reductions do not guarantee to preserve
the objective function, and in general, the quality of the solution. Thus, newapproximation-
preserving reductionshave been introduced, i.e., reductions that not only map instances of one
problem into instances of the other, but that are also able tomap back “good” solutions into
“paragonably good” solutions. As an example of such idea, weonly recall the definition of AP-
reduction (Crescenzi, Kann, Protasi, and Trevisan, 1995),that will be used later in this chapter.
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Definition 6.1.7 A NPO problem (R,g,goal) is said to be AP-reducible to a NPO problem
(R′,g′,goal′) iff there exist two polynomial time computable functions f and b, and a constantε
such that, for everyα ∈ dom(R), r > 1 andβ′ ∈ sol′( f (α, r)),

1. f(α, r) ∈ dom(R′);

2. b(α,β′, r) ∈ sol(α);

3. R( f (α, r),β′)≤ r impliesR(α,b(α,β′, r)) ≤ 1+ ε(r−1).

Given a concept of reduction, it is possible to define the concepts ofhardness, completeness
and closure for a given approximation classC of NPO problems as in the case of decision
problems

Definition 6.1.8 A NPOproblem is said to beC -hard(under a given approximation preserving
reduction) if allNPOproblems inC can be reduced to it; in addition, the problem is said to be
C -completeif it also belongs toC . Theclosureof C under such reduction is the class̄C of all
NPOproblems reducible to some problem inC .

These ideas are widely studied, for instance by Papadimitriou and Yannakakis (1991); Khanna, Motwani, Sudan,
(1994). We observe that one more reason of interest for the study of the class MaxNP is that the
first example of a complete problem has been given for it (Khanna et al., 1994).

Proposition 6.1.3 TheNPOproblem “Max Sat” is complete forMaxNP.

6.2 Local Search

In this section we introduce the basic idea of thelocal search paradigmwith a discussion of some
of its strengths and limits. Then we discuss in which sense randomization can help to improve
such a paradigm. Here, for the sake of brevity, we focus only on maximization problems; a
similar discussion can be easily carried out for the minimization case.

6.2.1 The basic idea

In this section, to simplify the notation, we restrict our attention to a very “simple version” of
a combinatorial optimization problem. LetX be a discrete search space and letf : X→ N be
the goal function that must be maximized on a set of feasible solutionsS⊆ X. Thelocal search
paradigmis a general scheme to design approximation algorithms based on stepwise improve-
ment on the value of the functionf by exploring a “neighborhood” of the current solution.

A neighborhood structureis a mapS→ 2S that defines, for eachx ∈ S, a setSx ⊆ S of
solutions that are, in some sense, “close” tox (we assume the map is such thaty∈ Sx iff x∈ Sy).
The setSx is then called theneighborhoodof the solutionx, and eachy∈ Sx is calledneighbor
of x.

As an example, ifX = {0,1}n, one can define, for everyh > 0, the so calledh-bounded
neighborhood structure as the mapx 7→ {y ∈ X : dH(x,y) ≤ h}, wheredH : XXX×XXX → N is the
Hamming distance3.

3We recall thatdH (x,y) is defined as the number of positions in whichx differs fromy.
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Once a neighborhood structure is fixed, an example of the local search paradigm is given by
the schema of Algorithm 6.1.

input x0 ∈ S
x← x0

repeat
pick y∈ Sx

if f (y) > f (x) then x← y
until f (y)≤ f (x) for all y∈ Sx

output x.

Algorithm 6.1:Local Search: schema of algorithm.

With the term “schema” we refer to the fact that various methods can be used to implement
thepick statement, selecting one neighbor of the current solution,such as choosing at random,
following some predefined order, or taking the neighbor of maximum value.

The fundamental concept in the analysis of a local search algorithm is that of local, as op-
posed to global, optimality:x ∈ S is a local maximum(with respect to a given neighborhood
structure) iff f (x) ≥ f (y) for all y∈ Sx while x∈ S is aglobal maximumiff f (x) ≥ f (y) for all
y ∈ S. It is then clear that one of the main drawbacks of the local search paradigm is that in
general it offers algorithms that terminate in a local optimum and, unfortunately, in general it is
not easy to estimate how far it is from a global one.

There is a clear trade-off between the quality of the local optima and the neighborhood
structure: the larger are the neighborhoods the better are the local optima, but it may be harder
(slower) to compute them. Moreover, the quality of the localoptima is also strictly related to the
choice of theinitial solution x0; usually, to reduce the sensibility to it, local search algorithms
are repeated on many different initial solutions (and then the best output obtained is adopted).
Whenever it is hard to come out with a feasible initial solution, clearly another trade-off happens
between the number of initial solution considered and the quality of the final local optimum
obtained.

Therefore, designing a good local search algorithm has remained up to now an experimental
art, even if some guiding principles and techniques have been identified. Nonetheless, as exper-
imentally shown, the local search paradigm usually leads tofast algorithms that find reasonably
good solutions in a reasonable amount of time. For this reason, they cover a wide application
area ranging from mathematical problems, to graph problems, to logical problems and so on.

6.2.2 Local search andNPOproblems

Thanks to its generality and its empirical success, the local search paradigm represents cer-
tainly one of the most used approaches in approximating difficult optimization problems. The
complexity of finding locally optimal solutions for those problems has been mainly investigated
by Johnson, Papadimitriou, and Yannakakis (1988); Ausiello and Protasi (1995), showing the
strengths and the limits of such a paradigm.

In particular, Ausiello and Protasi (1995) introduce the class GLO of NPO problems that
haveguaranteed local optima: a maximization problem(R,g,max) has guaranteed local optima



66 APPLICATIONS TOCOMBINATORIAL OPTIMIZATION § 6.3

iff there exists an integer constanth such that the value of all local optima is at least 1/h times
the value of a global optimum. If a problem has guaranteed local optima, then there exists
an h-bounded neighborhood structure such that, for every instance α ∈ dom(R), every local
optimumβ of α has the property that opt(α)≤ h·g(α,β) (a similar definition can be given when
goal= min). The fundamental assumption here is that, given an instanceα of a (polynomially
bounded) NPO problem, it is possible to determine whether a given solutionβ of α is a local
optimum, and in the negative case, to find a better solution inits neighborhood in polynomial
time. Various problems4 can be shown to belong to GLO, such as “Max Cut”, “Max Sat”, “Max
3-Sat”. Moreover, the class GLO is a subclass of APX, but the inclusion is proper as shown
for instance by the problem “Maxk-GSat” which is well known to be approximable within a
constant factor, but that does not have guaranteed local optima (Alimonti, 1996). A further
result is thatGLO= APX, where the closure is taken with respect to the AP-reduction.

6.3 The “Expectation-Guaranteed” Class

Different techniques have been suggested to overcame some of the drawbacks of the local search
paradigm. Some of these are, for instance, based on the modification of the neighborhood struc-
ture, or of the goal function, such as in thenon-oblivious local search(Khanna et al., 1994;
Alimonti, 1996) where a “non-oblivious” version of the goalfunction is suitably constructed
allowing to escape from local optima.

A completely different approach is taken by Grossi (1999), which focus the attention on the
choice of a “good” initial solution as a starting point for applying the standard local search. A
first and simple idea is to generate uniformly at random some different feasible solutions then
taking as initial solution that one with the best value. Hence, a second step toward a determin-
istic approximation algorithm consist in investigating when it is possible to derandomize such
initialization phase.

6.3.1 Randomized choice of initial solutions

We start by considering a very simple randomized algorithm.Let (R,g,max) be a NPO prob-
lem, and letN ≥ 1 be a parameter whose value will be determined in the following. Then,
RadomSearch is Algorithm 6.2.

input α ∈ dom(R)
for i = 1, . . . ,N do

generateβ ∈ sol(α) uniformly at random
bi ← β

β̃← argmaxi∈{1,...,N}g(α,bi)

output β̃.

Algorithm 6.2:RandomSearch.

Since the focus of this section is on the approximation performance aspects of combina-
torial optimization, the statement “generateβ ∈ sol(α) uniformly at random” will be simply

4For a definition of such problems, see (Crescenzi and Kann, 1998).
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understood as a call to a subroutine which returns, on every call, an (independent and uniformly
distributed) elementβ of sol(α). A discussion of the details concerning such subroutine, inthe
spirit of what is studied in the other chapters of this work, is deferred to the end of this section.

A very simple analysis shows that this algorithm finds a solution whose value is “close” to
the expected value ofg(α,β) (whenβ is uniformly distributed on sol(α)) with high confidence.
More formally, define

E[g(α, ·)] =
1

#{β : β ∈ sol(α)} ∑
β∈sol(α)

g(α,β);

then, by an application of Hoeffding’s inequality (see Appendix A), one can easily obtain the
following

Proposition 6.3.1 For every0< δ < 1 and ε > 0, if N ≥ 1/2ε2 · log(1/δ), the RandomSearch
algorithm, on inputα ∈ dom(R), gives in outputβ such that g(α,β) ≥ E[g(α, ·)]− ε · opt(α),
with probability at least1−δ.

Hence, if we restrict our attention to the class of problems for which the expectation of the
goal function is a reasonable approximation of the optimum,the RandomSearch algorithm could
be used as a “good” randomized approximation algorithm. We restrict again our attention to the
case goal= max; Grossi (1999) introduces the following class

Definition 6.3.1 A NPO problem(R,g,max) is RS-goodiff there exists a real constantρ > 0
such that, for every instanceα ∈ dom(R), it holdsE[g(α, ·)] ≥ ρ ·opt(α).

In view of the analysis of the RandomSearch algorithm, we canconclude the following

Proposition 6.3.2 If a givenNPO problem(R,g,max) is RS-good, then, for every0 < δ < 1
andε > 0, there exists a randomized approximation algorithm such that, on inputα ∈ dom(R),
returns a solutionβ ∈ sol(α) such that, with probability at least1−δ,

g(α,β) ≥ (ρ− ε)opt(α),

whereρ > 0 is some fixed constant independent ofα.

Observe that similar definitions and results can be given forthe case goal= min.
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Two solutions arise naturally. On one side, we can actually implement a uniform random
generator for thep-relation R characterizing the NPO problem which is RS-good, hence ob-
taining a randomized approximation algorithm with a constant performance ratio. One of the
motivation of this thesis has been to investigate which classes of relations (or combinatorial
structures) admit efficient u.r.g. in order to define classesof NPO problem for which the ap-
proach taken in this section can lead to efficient randomizedapproximation algorithm with a
constant performance ratio. Thanks to the result of Chapter2 and 3 (in particular, from Corol-
lary 5.1.2 and 2.2.1), one can hence conclude,

Corollary 6.3.1 Let (R,g,goal) be aNPO problem that is RS-good and defined in terms of a
p-relation that either

(1) belongs to the classB(s(n), i(n),d(n)) of p-relations recognized by extended Turing ma-
chines with simultaneous complexity bound s(n) · i(n) ·d(n) = O(logn), or

(2) is recognized by a polynomial time extended one-way nondeterministic auxiliary pushdown
automaton with polynomial ambiguity.

Then,(R,g,goal) admits a polynomial time randomized approximation algorithm with a con-
stant performance ratio.

On the other hand, in the next section, we see that for some NPOproblems, under suitable
hypotheses, it is possible to deterministically obtain a solution whose measure is as good as the
expected value for it. For those problems, as discussed in the following, it will be possible to
have (deterministic) approximation algorithm with a constant performance ratio.

6.3.2 Derandomization: theEG class

It is well known that, for every random variableX : Ω 7→R, it always holds E[X]≤ supω∈Ω X(ω):
this is the so calledinternalityproperty of the expectation. We want to exploit this fact in relation
to the analysis of the RandomSearch algorithm, consideringthe case in which it is possible to
efficiently (and deterministically) compute aβ for which g(α,β) is greater than or equal to the
expectation. More formally and restricting again our attention to maximization problems, Grossi
(1999), introduces the following class

Definition 6.3.2 A NPOproblem(R,g,max) is RS-derandomizableiff there exists a polynomial
time algorithm that, having in input an instanceα ∈ dom(R), outputs a solutionβ ∈ sol(α) such
that g(α,β) ≥ E[g(α, ·)].

Then, by joining this property with the RS-good one, Grossi (1999) defines a class of prob-
lem for which there exists a good deterministic approximation algorithm

Definition 6.3.3 TheExpectation-Guaranteedclass (EG) is the class ofNPOproblems that are
both RS-good and RS-derandomizable.

It is straightforward to see that, if(R,g,max) is in EG, there exist a constantρ > 0 and a
polynomial time algorithmA such that, for everyα ∈ dom(R),

g(α,A(α)) ≥ E[g(α, ·)] ≥ ρ ·opt(α)
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where the first inequality follows since(R,g,max) is RS-derandomizable and the second since
it is RS-good. Hence, since similar definitions and results can be given for the case goal= max,
we have the following

Proposition 6.3.3 EG⊆ APX.

As proved by Grossi (1999), several natural NPO problems5 belong to this class,

Proposition 6.3.4 TheNPOproblems: “Max Sat”, “Max k-CSP”, “Max k-Cut”, “Max Bisec-
tion”, “Min TSP-(1,2)” and “Max TSP-(1,2)” all belong to EG.

In particular, as a consequence of the fact that every problem in MaxSNP can be viewed (for
a suitablek) as a “Maxk-CSP” problem (Khanna et al., 1994), and by the previously recalled
proposition, one can conclude that

Proposition 6.3.5 MaxSNP⊆ EG.

To conclude this subsection, we recall that Grossi (1999) has also proven the following

Proposition 6.3.6 The inclusionsMaxSNP( EG( APX are strict. Moreover,EG= APX,
where the closure is taken with respect to the AP-reduction.

6.3.3 The method of conditional expectation

In this subsection we discuss themethod of conditional expectation(Erdős and Spencer, 1974):
a particular technique which allows to show that some NPO problem, under suitable hypotheses,
is RS-derandomizable.

Let (R,g,max) be a NPO problem over some alphabetΣ, whereR is a p-relation. For every
instanceα∈ dom(R) and 1≤ k≤ p(|α|), define the subset of feasible solutions sol(α;b1, . . . ,bk)=
{β1 . . .βp(|α|) ∈ sol(α) : β j = b j for 1≤ j ≤ k} having prefixb1, . . . ,bk ∈ Σ. Then, the expec-
tation of g(α,β) when β is uniformly distributed on sol(α), conditionally toβ having prefix
b1, . . . ,bk ∈ Σ, can be defined as

E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk] =
1

#{β : β ∈ sol(α;b1, . . . ,bk)}
∑

β∈sol(α;b1,...,bk)

g(α,β).

By computing such conditional expectation on prefixes of increasing length, one can incre-
mentally compute theβ for whichg(α,β) is greater than or equal to E[g(α, ·)], selecting for each
“position” of the prefix the best possible value. More formally, consider Algorithm 6.3.

By the properties of conditional expectation6, one can verify that, for everyb1, . . . ,bk ∈ Σ,

E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk]≤max
b∈Σ

E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk,b];

hence, a simple analysis shows that, ifβ is the output of the previous algorithm on inputα, then
g(α,β) ≥ E[g(α, ·)].

5For a definition of such problems, see (Crescenzi and Kann, 1998).
6for a detailed discussion of the probabilistic aspects of such method, see Appendix A.2.3.
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input α ∈ dom(R)
for k= 1, . . . , p(|α|) do

ak← argmaxb∈Σ E[g(α, ·) | a1, . . . ,ak−1,b]
β← a1 . . .ap(|α|)
output β.

Algorithm 6.3:Conditional expectation.

Let nowT(n,k) be the maximum time required, by a suitable algorithm, to compute E[g(α, ·) |
b1, . . . ,bk] for all α∈ dom(R) such that|α|= n. Then, since the argmax is computed over the al-

phabetΣ that is finite by definition, the computation time of the abovealgorithm isO(∑p(n)
k=1 T(n,k)).

Hence, we can conclude with the following sufficient condition for establishing whether a NPO
problem is RS-derandomizable (Grossi, 1999)

Proposition 6.3.7 If a NPOproblem(R,g,goal) is such thatE[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk] is computable
in time polynomial in|α| and k, then(R,g,goal) is RS-derandomizable.

When all solutions are feasible

Now we investigate, in the particular case when all solutions are feasible, a sufficient condi-
tion for establishing that E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk] is computable in polynomial time. Assume for
simplicity7 Σ = {0,1} and, as already stated, consider a NPO problem(R,g,goal) such that
sol(α) = Σp(|α|), for all α ∈ dom(R) (wherep is the polynomial for whichR is a p-relation). Fix
now someα ∈ dom(R) and letn= p(|α|); the goal functiong can be written as

g(α,β1 . . .βn) = ∑
(λ1,...,λn)∈{0,1}n

ĝ(α,λ1, . . . ,λn)βλ1
1 · · ·β

λn
n = Gα(β1, . . . ,βn) (6.1)

whereGα(β1, . . . ,βn) is an-th variate polynomial over{0,1}n whose variables have degree at
most one (and ˆg(α,λ1, . . . ,λn) are considered as coefficient inN).

In the next section a more detailed discussion on polynomials and on their relation with
pseudo-boolean functions will be carried on. Here, instead, we only want to sketch how this
simple idea can lead to compute E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk]. First of all, recall that the expectation is a
linear functional, such a relevant property that Erdös ironically used to call it “Adam’s theorem”!
Moreover, since the expectation is taken with respect to theuniform distribution onβ ∈ Σn, we
can actually consider theβi as “independent”. From this very simple observations, it follows
that

E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk] = E[Gα(β1, . . . ,βn) | b1, . . . ,bk]

= ∑
(λ1,...,λn)∈{0,1}n

g(α,λ1 . . .λn)E[βλ1
1 · · ·β

λn
n | b1, . . . ,bk]

= ∑
(λ1,...,λn)∈{0,1}n

g(α,λ1 . . .λn)b
λ1
1 · · ·b

λk
k

n

∏
j=k+1

E[βλ j
j ]

= ∑
(λ1,...,λn)∈{0,1}n

g(α,λ1 . . .λn)b
λ1
1 · · ·b

λk
k

(

1
2

)n−k

= Gα(b1, . . . ,bk,1/2, . . . ,1/2).

7Observe that this is not a limitation, since one can always encode over{0,1} every finite alphabetΣ.
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We can summarize this discussion by the following (Grossi, 1999)

Proposition 6.3.8 Let (R,g,goal) be aNPO problem onΣ = {0,1} such thatsol(α) = Σp(|α|)

for everyα ∈ dom(R) and let Gα be defined as in equation (6.1). If there exists an algorithm
that, for everyα ∈ dom(R), evaluates Gα on {0,1,1/2}p(|α|) in time polynomial in|α|, then
(R,g,goal) is RS-derandomizable.

6.3.4 Derandomization and theEGclass

As suggested by Grossi (1999), if a NPO problem is in EG, then by combining derandomization
and local search, one can obtain an efficient approximation algorithm. As an example, assuming
the condition of Proposition 6.3.8, for a given neighborhood structureβ 7→Sβ (see Section 6.2.1),
we can have Algorithm 6.4.

input α ∈ dom(R)

Step1
for k= 1, . . . , p(|α|) do

ak← argmaxb∈{0,1}Gα(a1, . . . ,ak−1,b,1/2, . . . ,1/2)
β← a1 . . .ap(|α|)

Step2
repeat

pick β′ ∈ Sβ
if g(α,β′)> g(α,β) then β← β′

until f (β′)≤ f (β) for all β′ ∈ Sβ

output β.

Algorithm 6.4:An approximation algorithm for EG problems.

Following this idea, but in a more general fashion, Grossi (1999) proved the existence of a
“universal” schema of algorithm for all the problems in EG; more formally

Proposition 6.3.9 For everyNPO problem (R,g,goal) in EG, (with respect to a suitable h-
bounded neighborhood) there exists aρ-approximation algorithm for(R,g,goal) where

ρ = sup
α∈dom(R)

opt(α)
E[g(α, ·)]

.

This schema of algorithm is based on the computation of E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk], hence, in order
to obtain polynomial time algorithms following such a schema, E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk] should be
computable in polynomial time.

It is then clear that, in order to apply the derandomized initialization phase to local search
algorithm as discussed in this section, it is of fundamentalimportance to determine whether
E[g(α, ·) | b1, . . . ,bk], or Gα(a1, . . . ,ak−1,b,1/2, . . . ,1/2) (as defined by equation (6.1)) are com-
putable in polynomial time. This is exactly the aim of the next section.
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6.4 Derandomization and Arithmetic Circuits

With respect to the results about derandomization discussed in Subsection 6.3.3, here we inves-
tigate, for a given NPO problem(R,g,goal) over Σ = {0,1}, whenever it is possible to design
algorithms to efficiently evaluateGα having as input some specification ofg (andα). To this
end, we use the notion ofarithmetic circuitas a way to specify pseudo-boolean functions (such
asGα andg). The semantic of arithmetic circuits, and some relevant properties about them, are
expressed using polynomials, which are here formally defined.

6.4.1 Polynomials and arithmetic circuits

Polynomials

We begin by recalling some elementary facts about polynomials; for a thorough survey see, for
example, (Lang, 1994). Given a ringRwe denote withR[x1, . . . ,xn] the (commutative)R-algebra
free over{x1, . . . ,xn} of polynomialsin the indeterminates x1, . . . ,xn. Thedegreedeg(p) of a
polynomial p∈ R[x1, . . . ,xn] is the maximum degree of its monomials which, in turn, is simply
the sum of the exponents of the variables appearing in the monomial. Given aR-algebraA

andaaa∈A n we denote withp(aaa) ∈A theevaluationof p in aaa obtained by “replacing” eachxi

with ai in p; if A = R[y1, . . . ,ym] andq1, . . . ,qn ∈ R[y1, . . . ,ym] we denote withp[q1, . . . ,qn] ∈
R[y1, . . . ,ym] thesubstitutionof x1, . . . ,xn with q1, . . . ,qn. We now give some definitions needed
in the following:

Definition 6.4.1 Given a polynomial p∈ R[x1, . . . ,xn] and a monomial m we denote by[m](p)
the coefficient of m in p (0 if m is not in p) and withmsf(p) the polynomial obtained by substi-
tuting every xki in p with xi , for each1≤ i ≤ n and k> 0. We denote by Rmsf[x1, . . . ,xn] the set of
polynomials in R[x1, . . . ,xn] whose monomials are square-free.

It is well known that, in some cases, a polynomial can be uniquely determined given a suitable
number of its evaluations; in particular, we prove the following:

Lemma 6.4.1 Any p∈ Rmsf[x1, . . . ,xn] is uniquely determined by its evaluations over{0,1}n.

Proof . Let us introduce some notation to allow a more concise proof.For 1≤ i ≤ n, defineeeei =
(ei

1, . . . ,e
i
n) ∈ {0,1}

n such thatei
j = 1 iff i = j; for everyI ⊆ {1, . . . ,n}, let eeeI = ∑i∈I eeei ∈ {0,1}n

and defineeee∅ = (0, . . . ,0). Finally, denote byxxxI the monomial∏i∈I xi , wherexxx∅ denotes the unit
of R[x1, . . . ,xn]. It is straightforward to verify thatp(eeeI) = ∑J⊆I [xxx

J]p= [xxxI ]p+∑J I [xxx
J]p, that is

[xxxI ]p= p(eeeI)−∑J I [xxx
J]p. Hence, by induction on the cardinality ofI , is possible to verify that

the coefficient of every monomialxxxI of p is uniquely determined by evaluatingp(eeeJ) for J I .

Arithmetic circuits

We observe that various definitions of arithmetic circuits are present in literature (see, for in-
stance, the works of von zur Gathen and Seroussi (1991) or Valiant, Skyum, Berkowitz, and Rackoff
(1983)) and that the differences between those definitions mainly concern the in-degree or out-
degree.
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Definition 6.4.2 An arithmetic circuitover the ring R withinputsx1, . . . ,xn and constantsfrom
S⊆R is a node-labelled direct acyclic graph such that: nodes with in-degree0 are labeled with
elements of S∪{x1, . . . ,xn}, nodes with positive in-degree are labeled with elements of{+,×}
and there is a distinguished node, the only one with out-degree0, calledoutputnode. The set of
all arithmetic circuits over the ring R with inputs x1, . . . ,xn and constants from S will be denoted
by C S

R[x1, . . . ,xn]. ThesizeC(c) of a circuit c is the number of nodes and itsdepthD(c) is the
length of the longest path ending in the output node of c.

With every nodev of an arithmetic circuit overR we recursively associate a polynomial
p∈ R[x1, . . . ,xn] according to its labelℓ:

• if ℓ ∈ S∪{x1, . . . ,xn}, thenp= ℓ;

• if ℓ ∈ {+,×}, thenp= p1ℓ p2 . . . ℓ pk wherep1, . . . , pk are the polynomials associated to
the predecessors ofv.

We also denote withc the polynomial associated to the output node of a circuitc, so by degree
(maximum degree) of a circuitc we mean the degree (respectively, maximum degree) of the
polynomialc.

Since the main statements of this section are concerned withcircuits of size polynomial
in the number of inputs, it can be easily verified that even when restricting the in-degree and
out-degree to 2 in the previous definition, none of the presented results would be substantially
altered.

Circuits representing polynomials

In the following we will restrict our attention to the class of circuits C
{−1,0,1}
Z [x1, . . . ,xn] which

we will simply denote withCn, usingC msf
n to denote the subset ofCn whose circuits have their

associated polynomial inZmsf[x1, . . . ,xn]. These circuits are interesting since they can be ef-
fectively encoded over a finite alphabet (in sizeC(c)O(1) if the alphabet is at least binary) and
then some computations over them can be performed by means ofalgorithms. We give now an
example of such a computation:

Lemma 6.4.2 Given inputs c∈C msf
n and a monomial m,[m]c∈Z can be computed in O(C(c)2d logd)

time, where d= min{deg(m),n}.

Proof . If m is not square-free, then[m]c = 0. Otherwised(m) ≤ n andm can be written as
xλ1

1 · · ·x
λn
n with λ1, . . . ,λn ∈ {0,1}: define p = c[λ1z, . . . ,λnz] ∈ Z[z]. It is straightforward to

observe thatd(p) = d and [zd]p = [m]c. The coefficients ofp are inZ and can be computed
using the (encoding of) circuitc: the computation requires, for each of theC(c) nodes ofc, the
sum or product of the polynomials associated to its predecessors that are at mostC(c). Since all
the involved polynomials are inZ[z], their sum or product requires at mostd logd steps; givenp
it is then immediate to get the coefficient ofzd, hence the coefficient ofm in c.

In the following, as we have done in this lemma with a small abuse of notation, we will identify
a circuit and its encoding. We are interested in circuits ofCn “representing” polynomials; more
precisely:
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Definition 6.4.3 A circuit c∈ C S
R[x1, . . . ,xn] representsp∈ R[x1, . . . ,xn] over some subset A of

a R-algebra whenever c(aaa) = p(aaa) for all aaa∈ An. A circuit c∈ C S
R[x1, . . . ,xn] exactly represents

p∈ R[x1, . . . ,xn] whenever c= p (as polynomials).

Some interesting facts are known about the representation of polynomials by means of arith-
metic circuits inCn and about the relationships between circuits representingthe same polyno-
mial:

Proposition 6.4.1 For every p∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xn] there exists c∈ Cn exactly representing p (and
thus representingmsf(p) over{0,1}) and c′ ∈ C msf

n exactly representingmsf(p).

It is clear that each polynomialp (or msf(p)) immediately “suggests” a circuit; moreover, noting
thatxk = x whenx∈ {0,1} (for k≥ 1), it is also evident that ifc exactly representsp, thenc also
representsmsf(p) over{0,1}. Since the number of monomials inn indeterminates of maximum
degree at most 1 is 2n, the size of the circuits naïvely obtained frommsf(p) can, in principle,
be exponential inn. By a simple application of previous observations and of Lemma 6.4.1 it is
simple to notice that:

Proposition 6.4.2 If c ∈ C msf
n represents p∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xn] over{0,1}, then c exactly represents

msf(p).

6.4.2 Back to our problem

Recall that our aim was to investigate when it is possible to design algorithms to efficiently
evaluateGα having as input some specification ofg (andα), for some NPO problem(R,g,goal)
whereR is a p-relation.

We have chosen arithmetic circuits as a way to specify pseudo-boolean functions: by this we
mean thatg is specified, for everyα∈ dom(R), by a family of circuits{cn}n>0 with cn∈Cn such
that, for everyβ ∈ Σm with m= p(|α|), one has thatg(α,β) = cm(β1, . . . ,βm). It is also clear
from the definition ofGα that this is a polynomial inZmsf[x1, . . . ,xn], hence it should be specified
by a family of circuits{c′n}n>0 with c′n ∈ C msf

n such thatGα(β1, . . . ,βm) = c′m(β1, . . . ,βm).

Hence, we are interested in the relationship between circuits in Cn andC msf
n ; in particular

we would like to find efficient (i.e., polynomial-time) algorithms to transform circuits from one
class to the other somehow preserving their evaluation. Some similar results are known: for
instance Valiant et al. (1983) have proven

Proposition 6.4.3 For every c∈ Cn a circuit c′ ∈Cn can be computed in time C(c)O(1) such that
c′ exactly represents c and has size O(C(c)3) and depth O(logC(c) logdeg(c)).

We now introduce a polynomial that is central to the rest of this note:

Definition 6.4.4 Let A= (ai j ) be a n×n matrix with values in{0,1} and consider the function
fA(xxx) = ∏n

i=1 ∑n
j=1 ai j x j ; let pA ∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xn] be the polynomial whose evaluation coincides

with fA overZn.

The polynomialpA has some interesting properties investigated in the next:
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Lemma 6.4.3 perm(A)= [x1 · · ·xn]msf(pA) and, for every s∈N such thatperm(A)< 2s, perm(A)=
2s{2s(n−1)msf(pA)(2−s, . . . ,2−s)} (where{x} is the fractional part of x∈R).

Proof . Since pA = ∑a1i1 · · ·aninxi1 · · ·xin, where the summation extends over all then-tuples
(i1, . . . , in) ∈ {1, . . . ,n}n, it is easy to conclude that[x1 · · ·xn]pA = perm(A), given that the mono-
mial x1 · · ·xn “selects” from the summation only those terms corresponding to tuples that are
a permutation of{1, . . . ,n}. Then, observing that the only monomial of degreen in msf(pA) is
x1 · · ·xn, it is clear that[x1 · · ·xn]pA= [x1 · · ·xn]msf(pA). Moreover, lettingqA=msf(pA)[z, . . . ,z]∈
Z[z], it is straightforward to verify thatqA(z) = zn perm(A) + q′A(z) with q′A ∈ Z[z] such that
d(q′A)≤ n−1. Hence, for everyssuch that perm(A)/2s< 1, we have 2s(n−1)qA(2−s)= perm(A)/2s+
2s(n−1)q′A(2

−s) thus, since 2s(n−1)q′A(2
−s) ∈N, perm(A) can be obtained from the fractional part

of 2s(n−1)qA(2−s).

We begin with an introductory result about algorithms transforming circuitsc∈ Cn to c′ ∈
C msf

n such thatc′ representsc over{0,1}. It is straightforward to observe that:

Proposition 6.4.4 There exists cA∈ Cn exactly representing pA of size nO(1) and constant depth.

The circuitcA, which clearly representspA over{0,1}, can be obtained fromfA in a straightfor-
ward way. Nonetheless we will show that:

Theorem 6.4.1 If there exists c∈ C msf
n of size nO(1) representing pA over{0,1}, thenperm(A)

can be computed in time nO(1) having c as input.

Proof . Sincec exactly representsmsf(pA) by Proposition 6.4.2, then[m]c = [m]msf(pA) for
every monomialm; hence, ifC(c) = nO(1), by lemmas 6.4.2 and 6.4.3, perm(A) can be computed,
havingc as input, inO(C(c)2nlogn) = nO(1) time, wheren= deg(x1 · · ·xn).

Given that the computation of the permanent is a♯P-complete8 problem (Valiant, 1979), we
can conclude that:

Proposition 6.4.5 The problem of mapping a circuit c∈ Cn to a circuit c′ ∈ C msf
n of size nO(1)

representing c over{0,1}, is ♯P-hard.

We now give a stronger result by weakening the hypotheses of Theorem 6.4.1; in the trans-
formation fromc∈ Cn to c′ ∈ C msf

n , it will now be required thatc′ representsmsf(c) only over
{1/2}.

We need introduce a new polynomial, depending onpA. Fix somes∈ N and consider the
substitution replacingxi with qi = xi1 · · ·xis for 1≤ i ≤ n; define the functioñfA,s(x11, . . . ,xns) =
fA(q1(x11 · · ·x1s), . . .qn(xn1 · · ·xns)) and let p̃A,s ∈ Z[x11, . . . ,xns] be the polynomial whose eval-
uation coincides withf̃A over Zns. It is straightforward to note thatpA[q1, . . . ,qn] = p̃A,s and
thatmsf(p̃A,s) = msf(pA[q1, . . . ,qn]), sinceqi andq j have no common indeterminates ifi 6= j. In
analogy with the case ofpA, an efficient representation for the polynomial ˜pA,s can be obviously
deduced from its definition:

Proposition 6.4.6 There exists̃cA ∈ Cns exactly representing̃pA,s of size(ns)O(1) and constant
depth.

8here, as in (Garey and Johnson, 1979),completenessandhardnessfor ♯P are given with respect toTuring reduc-
tions.
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Nonetheless, having a small circuit representingmsf(p̃A,s) even on only one value can lead to
the computation of perm(A):

Theorem 6.4.2 If there exists c∈ C msf
n3 of size nO(1) representingmsf(p̃A,n2) over {1/2}, then

perm(A) can be computed in nO(1) time having c as input.

Proof . By the definition of ˜pA,s it should be clear thatmsf(pA)(2−s, . . . ,2−s) =
msf(p̃A,s)(1/2, . . . ,1/2) and, by the hypotheses of the theorem,msf(p̃A,s)(1/2, . . . ,1/2)= c(1/2, . . . ,1/2)
and it can be computed, havingc as input, innO(1) steps. Sinceai j ∈ {0,1}, perm(A)< 2n2

so,
by Lemma 6.4.3, perm(A) can be computed taking the fractional part of 2n2(n−1)c(1/2, . . . ,1/2)
and then multiplying by 2n

2
which can be done in overall timenO(1).
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We are finally able to conclude with the main statement of thischapter:

Proposition 6.4.7 The problem of mapping a circuit c∈ Cn, exactly representing
p∈ Z[x1, . . . ,xn], to a circuit c′ ∈ C msf

n of size nO(1) representingmsf(p) over{1/2} is ♯P-hard.

6.5 Conclusions

In this chapter we have discussed an application of uniform random generation to combinato-
rial optimization. As we have seen, for NPO problems which are RS-good, the existance of a
polynomial time u.r.g. leads to a polynomial time randomized approximation algorithm with a
costant performance ratio. The results of this thesis aboutthe existence of polynomial time u.r.g.
for several classes ofp-relations and languages can be applied to obtain such approximation
algorithms.

On the other hand, for NPO problems that are also RS-derandomizable, i.e., for EG prob-
lems, there also exists the possibility to obtain polynomial time deterministic approximation
algorithm with a costant performance ratio. In particular,whenever the method of conditional
expectation can be efficently applied, a “universal” polynomial time approximation algorithm
can be designed for every problem in EG.

Nonetheless, in the last section, we have shown that given a NPO problem(R,g,goal) over
Σ = {0,1} whereg is a pseudo-boolean function specified by means of arithmetic circuit of
small size, it is in general a♯P-hard problem to obtain a corresponding circuit to evaluate Gα
(as defined by equation (6.1) of Section 6.3.3) over{0,1}, or even over 1/2. This negative
result shows a limit to the derandomization approach to combinatorial optimization and gives
some evidence that the abovementioned “universal” approach for solving problems in EG cannot
efficiently solve every such problem (unless FP= ♯P).





CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS AND

OPEN PROBLEMS

. . .
so that there is no sun and no unveiling
and no host
only I and then the sheet
and bulk dead

Samuel Beckett,Poems in English

The aim of this thesis has been to investigate, from the structural complexity point of view,
the relationships between (exact and approximate)counting, rankinganduniform random gen-
eration and to determine some new classes of combinatorial structures admitting efficient ap-
proximate counting and uniform random generation.

We have chosen the PrRAM as aformal model of computationfor two main reasons. On
one side, the PrRAM model is polynomially related to the classical probabilistic Turing machine
model so that it can be considered, in the usual structural complexity framework, as afeasible
model of randomized computation. On the other side, the PrRAM showed to be of sufficient
high levelto let us design the algorithms of this thesis avoiding the boaring specifications that
usually arise when dealing directly with the Turing machinemodel.

In describing formally the various problems we dealt with, we have used the notion ofp-
relation, combinatorial structureandformal languagein a somehow decreasing order of gener-
ality to suggest the broad applicability of the presented results avoiding at the same time unnec-
essary technicalities in some of the given definitions and proofs.

To solve the problem of random generation, the first simple idea is related to the ranking of
formal languages: if we are able to determine a string in a formal language given its position
(i.e., to solve the unranking problem for that language), the problem of random generation of
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strings in such a language can be reduced to the random generation of (bounded) integers. We
have exploited this idea in the general setting ofp-relations, where the unranking problem is
efficiently solvable whenever the rank can be efficiently computed. We have then extended
some results about the ranking of formal languages based on particular acceptor devices to the
case ofp-relations thus obtaining two new classes ofp-relations admitting an efficient solution
to the uniform random generation problem.

With regard to this approach, it remains as an open problem toinvestigate other classes ofp-
relations admitting efficient ranking. For instance, we arenow interested in solving the ranking
problem for languages accepted by automata endowed with both stack and queues, as introduced
by Breveglieri, Cherubini, and Crespi–Reghizzi (1991); Breveglieri, Cherubini, Citrini, and Crespi–Reghizzi
(1996), used to describe formally, for instance, various operating system scheduling strategies.

We have also noted that there are cases in which the problem ofuniform random generation
is efficiently solvable when the ranking problem is computationally intractable. This happens,
for instance, by taking the union of some unambiguous context-free languages. In such cases,
a very different approach still yields to an efficient solution of the random generation and ap-
proximate counting problems. This is for instance the case when the combinatorial structure
whose elements we want to generate uniformly at random can be, in some precise sense, de-
scribed by means of another structure which in turn admits efficient uniform random generation.
We have applied such general framework of (ambiguous) descriptions to some classes of formal
languages, in particular to the case of rational trace languages, languages accepted by poly-
nomial time nonderministic auxiliary pushdown automata (and hence context-free languages).
In each case, we have solved in an efficient way the problem of uniform random generation
and approximate counting whenever the ambiguity of the given language is bounded (finite, or
polynomial).

It remains as an open problem to investigate further examples of applications of the (am-
biguous) descriptions framework. We are in particular interested to approximate solutions for
difficult counting problems obtained via the use of (ambiguous) descriptions. Some examples
of the kind of problems we are interested in can be given, for instance, by the coefficients of
algebraic power series arising in the study of formal languages Choffrut and Goldwurm (1995).

Finally, we have applied our results about random generation to an heuristic for improving
local search algorithms used in combinatorial optimization. This application is in particular
motivated from the fact that we have proved that the derandomization of such an heuristic can,
in some case, be a♯P-hard problem.

With regard to the latter issue, it remains as an open problemto relate the formal results
obtained here in terms of acceptor devices to various examples of natural combinatorial opti-
mization problems as presented, for instance, in Crescenziand Kann (1998).
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TECHNICALITIES

It was as if these depths constantly bridged over by a structure that was firm
enought in spite of its lightness and of its occasional oscillation in the somewhat
vertiginous air, invited on occasion, in the interest of their nerves, a dropping of the
plummet and a measurement of the abyss.

Henry James,The Beast in the Jungle

The aim of this appendix is to separately discuss some technical and probabilistic aspects of
this thesis in order not to crowd with details its main part.

A.1 Some Lemmas

In this section we give the proof of some technical results that are needed in the thesis. We start
by an inequality we have often used in proving several upper bounds:

Lemma A.1.1 For everyα > 0 and β > 0, there exists a constantκ > 0 such that, for every
0< ε < 1/β andδ > 0, it holds that

α(1−βε)
κ
ε max{1,log(1/δ)} < δ.

Proof . By taking the logs, the above inequality becomesκmax{1, log(1/δ)}/ε log(1−βε) <
log(δ/α). Since log(1−x)≤−x, for x≤ 1, the inequality holds whenever

−κβmax{1, log(1/δ)} < log(δ/α).

Therefore, ifκ > (1+max{0, logα})/β > 0, we have

κ >
1
β

(

log(1/δ)
max{1, log(1/δ)}

+
max{0, logα}

max{1, log(1/δ)}

)

≥

≥
1
β

log(1/δ)+ logα
max{1, log(1/δ)}

=−
log(δ/α)

βmax{1, log(1/δ)}
.
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Now we consider two algorithms that, respectively, computethe least common multiple
(lcm) of the firstn integers and the integer part of the logarithm ofn:

Lemma A.1.2 The least common multiple (lcm) of {1, . . . ,n} is an integer of O(n) bits and it
can be computed in O(n2) time by aRAM under logarithmic cost criterion.

Proof . First, we recall that lcm{1, . . . ,n} ≤ nπ(n), whereπ(n) is then-th prime (Szepietowski,
1994, Lemma 4.1.2.). As a consequence, lcm{1, . . . ,n} hasO(n) bits since it is well known
that π(n) ∼ n/ logn. Moreover, a naïve iterative procedure, based on Euclid’s algorithm for
computing the g.c.d. can be designed to compute lcm{1, . . . ,n} in O(n2) time.

Lemma A.1.3 The number⌈logN⌉ of bits required to represent{1, . . . ,N} can be computed in
O(logN log logN) by aRAM under logarithmic cost criterion.

Proof . We compute⌈logN⌉ by the call Size(N− 1), where “Size” is the recursive procedure
given by Algorithm A.1.

procedure Size(n)
if n≤ 1 then return 1
else

h← 1, h0← h
k← 2, k0← k
while k≤ n do

h0← h, h← h+h
k0← k, k← k ·k

return h0+Size(n/k0).

Algorithm A.1: Computing the bit size of an integer.

A simple analysis shows that the time complexity of Size(n) is given byO(∑k
i=1 i2i) =

O(k2k), wherek= log logn.

A.2 Probabilisitc Detour

This section is intended to give a separate discussion of theprobabilistic aspects involved in
the thesis. In this way, we hope to give a more precise and detailed evidence of some of the
properties used in order to prove the correctness of algorithms we have presented in the previous
chapters.

A.2.1 Hoeffding’s inequality

Hoeffding’s inequality(Hoeffding, 1963) is the main tool used in this work to prove concentra-
tion results, i.e., to show that the sum of certain random variables has, with high probability, a
value very near to its expectation. This inequality is basedon the so calledChernoff ’s bounding
technique (Chernoff, 1952) that uses an exponential version of Markov’s inequality. Here, we
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want to give a concise proof of such an inequality since is based on a very simple and intuitive
idea we would like to elucidate.

Let 〈Ω,F ,P〉 be a probability space, and consider a random variableX on it, i.e., a measur-
able functionX : Ω→ R. Theexpectationof X, denoted by E[X], is defined as

E[X] =
∫

Ω
XdP

where the integral is understood in the Lebesgue sense (for adetailed discussion of these details,
see, for instance (Billingsley, 1979; Feller, 1968)). If, for everyω ∈ Ω, it holds thatX(ω)> 0,
then, for everyt > 0,

∫
Ω

XdP≥
∫

X≥t
tdP+

∫
X≤t

XdP≥ tP{X ≥ t}+0.

Hence, we have provenMarkov’s inequality:

P{X ≥ t} ≤
E[X]

t
.

Now, by taking the exponential, we can apply this inequalityfor every random variableY,
even those assuming negative values: for everyα > 0, we have

P{Y ≥ t}= P
{

eαY ≥ eαt}≤
E[eαY]

eαt ;

Chernoff’s bounding idea consists in chooseingα such that the right hand side of the previous
inequality is minimized. We can apply the inequality to a sumof independent random variables
X1, . . . ,Xn:

P
{

(

n

∑
i=1

Xi−E
[

n

∑
i=1

Xi
])

≥ t
}

≤ e−αt E
[

exp
(

α
n

∑
i=1

(Xi−E[Xi])
)

]

= e−αt
n

∏
i=1

E
[

eα(Xi−E[Xi ])
]

,

(A.1)

where the equality follows from the independence of theXi ’s. In order to choose the rightα,
we need an upper bound for E[eαY] (where, in this case,Y = Xi −E[Xi]). Assume thatY is
bounded, i.e., that there exist somea,b∈ R such thatP{a≤Y ≤ b} = 1; then, by convexity of
the exponential function,

E
[

eα(Y−E[Y])
]

≤
b

b−a
eαa−

a
b−a

eαb = eg(u)

whereu= α(b−a) andg(u) =−pu+ log(1− p+ peu) with p= −x/(b−a). Is easy to verify
thatg(0) = g′(0) = 0 and thatg′′(u)≤ 1/4. Hence by Taylor’s expansion, for a suitableθ ∈ R,

g(u) = g(0)+ug′(0)+
u2

2
g′′(θ)≤

u2

8

and we are able to conclude that

E
[

eαY]≤ eαE[Y]+α2(b−a)2/8.
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We are ready to give a proof of Hoeffding’s inequality. LetX1, . . . ,Xn be independent ran-
dom variables such thatP{Xi ∈ [ai ,bi ]} = 1 for 1≤ i ≤ n; then, for everyε > 0, by applying
equation (A.1) and takingα = 4ε/∑n

i=1(bi −ai)
2, we have

P
{ n

∑
i=1

Xi−E
[

n

∑
i=1

Xi
]

≥ ε
}

≤ exp
(

−
2ε2

∑n
i=1(bi −ai)2

)

.

In a similar way, we can obtain that

P
{ n

∑
i=1

Xi E
(

n

∑
i=1

Xi
)

≤−ε
}

≤ exp
(

−
2ε2

∑n
i=1(bi −ai)2

)

.

We conclude this section by stating two lemmas that restate Hoeffding’s inequality in a form
which is used in some of the proofs of this thesis. Here, we usethe notation Pr{A} to denote
the probability of an eventA whenever we do not want to formally specify the probability space
over which the event itself is defined.

Lemma A.2.1 Let X,X1, . . . ,Xn be independent, identically distributed, binomial randomvari-
ables such thatPr{X = 1}= 1/2+δ, for 1/2< δ < 1. Then,

Pr
{ n

∑
i=1

Xi ≤ n/2
}

< e−2nδ2
.

Proof . The statement follows by takingbi −ai = 1, for 1≤ i ≤ n, and replacingε by nδ.

Lemma A.2.2 Let X,X1, . . . ,Xn be independent and identically distributed random variables
taking values in[0,1]. Then, for everyε > 0,

Pr
{

(1− ε)E(X)≤
n

∑
i=1

Xi/n≤ (1+ ε)E(X)
}

> 1−2e−2n(E(X)ε)2

Proof . The claim follows by takingbi−ai = 1, for 1≤ i ≤ n, and replacingε by nεE(X).

A.2.2 Improving randomized algorithms

As we have seen, randomized algorithms sometimes fail to give the correct answer and somehow
signal this fact, let us say by giving an “undefined” output denoted by the special symbol⊥. A
common strategy to decrease the probability of such an event, is to iterate the algorithm, usually
for no more than a specified number of times, and to give as output the first non-undefined
output, or some other function of the non-undefined outputs obtained in the iterations (or to
output⊥ if, for all the specified number of iterations, the algorithmalways outputs⊥).

Here, we try to formalize this idea only with regard to probabilisty issues. For this reason,
all the interpretations of the probabilistic statements ofthis subsection in terms of randomized
algorithms is printed in a smaller font.

Let X,X1, . . . ,Xn be independent and identically distributed random variables taking values
in a setXXX ⊆R and letK ⊆ XXX be a fixed measurable set.
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Clearly, our idea is to useX to represent the output of a randomized algorithm andK to mean
the set of its intended output. Usually, in this thesis,K = N andXXX is as simple asK ∪{⊥},
where we assume to represent⊥ in R by some number not inK. Finally, theXi ’s represent the
output ofn iterations of the algorithm.

Let nowY,Y1, . . . ,Yn be independent and identically distributed random variables taking val-
ues inXXX such that

Pr{Y ∈ H}= Pr{X ∈ H | X ∈ K} (A.2)

for every measurable setH ⊆ K.

Again, our idea is to useY to represent the intended output of the algorithm, togetherwith
its desired distribution. Equation (A.2), in fact, formally states thatY should be distributed
like X whenever (conditionally to)X is different from⊥. The same, due to the identity of the
distribution, is true for theYi ’s.

We now show that, for every measurable functionF : Kn→ Rm and every measurable set
M ∈ Rm, it holds that

Pr{F(X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈M | X1 ∈ K, . . . ,Xn ∈ K}= Pr{F(Y1, . . . ,Yn) ∈M}. (A.3)

For the sake of brevity, let

F−1
i (M) = {x : F(y1, . . . ,yi−1,x,yi+1, . . . ,yn) ∈M,y1, . . . ,yn ∈ K}

for 1≤ i ≤ n. Then

Pr{F(X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈M | X1 ∈ K, . . . ,Xn ∈ K}=
Pr{

⋂n
i=1 Xi ∈ F−1

i (M)∩
⋂n

i=1 Xi ∈ K}

Pr{X ∈ K}m

=
n

∏
i=1

Pr{Xi ∈ F−1
i (M)∩Xi ∈ K}

Pr{X ∈ K}

=
n

∏
i=1

Pr{X ∈ F−1
i (M) | X ∈ K}

=
n

∏
i=1

Pr{Y ∈ F−1
i (M)}

= Pr{
n⋂

i=1

Yi ∈ F−1
i (M)}

= Pr{F(Y1, . . . ,Yn) ∈M}

Equation (A.3) states that the probability of every eventF(X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈ M obtained taking
some functionF of the outputs ofn iterations of a probabilistic algorithm, given that all the
iterations are non-undefined, is equal to the probability ofthe same eventF(Y1, . . . ,Yn) ∈ M,
expressed in terms of the intended outputs distribution.



86 TECHNICALITIES § A.2

Elementary case

Here we investigate the first strategy mentioned at the beginning of this section: to iterate the
algorithm, giving in output the first non-undefined output soobtained.

Under the previous hypotheses, letτK = inf{t : 1 ≤ t ≤ n,Xt ∈ K} (assuming, as usual,
inf∅= ∞). Then, for every measurable setH ⊆ K, it holds that

(i) Pr{XτK ∈ H | τK < ∞}= Pr{X ∈ H | X ∈ K}= Pr{Y ∈ H},

(ii) Pr{τK = ∞}= Pr{X 6∈ K}n.

The second property is trivially verifiable; the first comes from

Pr{XτK ∈ H | τK < ∞}=
Pr{XτK ∈ H ∩

⋃n
i=1τK = i}

∑n
i=1 Pr{τK = i}

=
∑n

i=1Pr{Xi ∈H ∩ τK = i}

∑n
i=1 Pr{τK = i}

=
∑n

i=1Pr{
⋂i−1

j=1Xj 6∈ K∩Xi ∈ K ∩Xi ∈ H}

∑n
i=1 Pr{

⋂i−1
j=1Xj 6∈ K∩Xi ∈ K}

=
Pr{X ∈H}∑n

i=1Pr{
⋂i−1

j=1 Xj 6∈ K}

Pr{X ∈ K}∑n
i=1 Pr{

⋂i−1
j=1Xj 6∈ K}

= Pr{X ∈H | X ∈ K}.

Property (i) tells that if one of the iterations of the algorithm is ever successful, then that output
has the same distribution as the intended one. Moreover, Property (ii) says that the probability
that such “iteration strategy” has an undefined output decreases exponentially with the number
of iterations.

A more complex situation

Now we assume that, after a certain number of iterations of a randomized algorithm, we want
to return some function of the outputs of all the non-undefined iterations, such as, for instance,
their median, or mean.

Under the previous hypotheses, given a family ofR valued measurable functions{ fn}n>0,
let { f K

n }n>0 be the corresponding family of functions defined as

f K
n (x1, . . . ,xn) = fm(xi1, . . . ,xik)

wherei1 < · · · < ik are exactly all the indexes for whichxim ∈ K with 1≤ k≤m≤ n, for every
n> 0. Observe that the functionsf K

n are obviously allR valued measurable functions, forn> 0.

Clearly, f K
n is the function computed at the end of then iterations on all the outputs, that,

by definition, computes the functionfk (for instance, the mean, or the median) only on thek
non-undefined outputs of all the iterations.
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Let ηK = |{t : 1≤ t ≤ n,Xt ∈ K}|. Then for every measurable setH ⊆ K and everyk> 0, it
holds that

Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈H | ηK = k}= Pr{ fk(X1, . . . ,Xk) ∈ H | X1 ∈ K, . . . ,Xk ∈ K}

= Pr{ fk(Y1, . . . ,Yk) ∈H}.

This property formally states that the above mentioned strategy is “correct”, in the sense that
the value off K

n on all outputs, given there werek non-undefined outputs, is distributed asfk
computed overk intended outputs of the algorithm.

The second equality comes from equation (A.3). To prove the first inequality, define, for the
sake of brevity, the events

A(Γ) =
⋂
i∈Γ

Xi ∈ K e B(Γ) =
⋂

1≤i≤n,i 6∈Γ
Xi 6∈ K;

whereΓ = (i1, . . . , ik) is any orderedk-tuple of indexes without repetitions, i.e., 1≤ i1 < · · · <
ik ≤ n and 1≤ k≤ n. Then,

Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈ H | ηK = k}=

Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈H ∩

⋃
Γ:|Γ|=k A(Γ)∩B(Γ)}

(n
k

)

Pr{X ∈ K}k Pr{X 6∈ K}n−k

=
∑Γ=(i1,...,ik)Pr{ fk(Xi1, . . . ,Xik) ∈ H ∩A(Γ)}Pr{B(Γ)}

(n
k

)

Pr{X ∈ K}k Pr{X 6∈ K}n−k

=

(n
k

)

Pr{ fk(X1, . . . ,Xk) ∈ H ∩A({1, . . . ,k})}Pr{X 6∈ K}n−k

(n
k

)

Pr{X ∈ K}k Pr{X 6∈ K}n−k

=
Pr{ fk(X1, . . . ,Xk) ∈H ∩A({1, . . . ,k})}

Pr{X ∈ K}k

= Pr{ fk(X1, . . . ,Xk) ∈H | X1 ∈ K, . . . ,Xk ∈ K}.

An upper bound

Usually, we would like to prove some concentration result about the output obtained applying
f K
n . To this aim, we assume to have an (exponential) upper bound on the probability of the

concentration offk applied tok intended outputs of the algorithm. Hence, we show a corre-
sponding (exponential) bound on the concentration off K

n .

Under the previous hypotheses, definesK = Pr{X ∈ K} and, for a given measurable set
H ⊆ K, assume that there exists a 0< cH < 1 such that, for everyk> 0,

Pr{ fk(Y1, . . . ,Yk) ∈H} ≤ e−kcH .

Then, it holds that

Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈ H | ηK > 0}<

1
sK

(

1−
skcH

2

)n
. (A.4)
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Observe, in fact, that

Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈ H | ηK > 0} =

Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈ H ∩ηK > 0}

Pr{ηK > 0}

=
∑n

k=1 Pr{ f K
n (X1, . . . ,Xn) ∈ H | ηK = k}Pr{ηK = k}

1− (1−Pr{X ∈ K})n

≤
∑n

k=1 e−kcH
(n

k

)

Pr{X ∈ K}k Pr{X 6∈ K}n−k

1− (1−Pr{X ∈ K})n

<
∑n

k=0

(n
k

)

(e−cH Pr{X ∈ K})k Pr{X 6∈ K}n−k

1− (1−Pr{X ∈ K})n

=
(1−Pr{X ∈ K}(1−e−cH ))

n

1− (1−Pr{X ∈ K})n

≤
(1−Pr{X ∈ K}cH/2)n

1− (1−Pr{X ∈ K})

where the last inequality follows from the facts that 1−e−x≥ x/2 andxn≤ x wheneverx∈ [0,1]
andn> 0.

A.2.3 The method of conditional expectation

We conclude this appendix with a detailed discussion, from the probabilistic viewpoint, of the so
calledmethod of conditional expectation. Let X1, . . . ,Xn be independent random variables (not
necessarily identically distributed); moreover, to avoidboring technical details concerning the
existence of the conditional expectation used in the following, assume that eachXi takes values
in some discrete set1 XXX ⊂ R, for 1≤ i ≤ n. Finally, let f : Rn→ R be some fixed function.

If we defineZ as the random variableZ(ω) = f (X1(ω), . . . ,Xn(ω)), then, by theinternality
of the expectation,

inf
ω∈Ω

Z(ω)≤ E[Z]≤ sup
ω∈Ω

Z(ω).

In our hypotheses, this means in particular that there exists someω̃ ∈Ω such that E[Z]≤ Z(ω̃),
or, that there exist ˜xi = Xi(ω̃) ∈ R, for 1≤ i ≤ n, such that

E[ f (X1, . . . ,Xn)]≤ f (x̃1, . . . , x̃n).

The aim of the method of conditional expectation is to obtainsuch x̃i ’s by computing some
conditional expectations.

For the sake of brevity define, for 1≤ k≤ n, the functionsgk : Rk→ R such that

gk(x1, . . . ,xk) = E[Z | X1 = x1, . . . ,Xk = xk].

By a straightforward application of the definition of conditional expectation and the elementary
property of iterated expectations, one can verify that the following statements are true, for every
x1, . . . ,xn ∈ R and 1≤ k< n:

(a) E[Z] = E[g1(X1)],

(b) gk(x1, . . . ,xk) = E[gk+1(x1, . . . ,xk,Xk+1)] and

1this is usually stated by sayng that theXi ’s aresimplerandom variables.
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(c) gn(x1, . . . ,xn) = f (x1, . . . ,xn),

(d) E[Z]≤maxx∈XXX g1(x) and

(e) gk(x1, . . . ,xk)≤maxx∈XXX gk+1(x1, . . . ,xk,x).

Hence, if the ˆxi ’s are recursively defined as

x̂i =

{

argmaxx∈XXX g1(x) if i = 1,

argmaxx∈XXX gi(x̂1, . . . , x̂i−1,x) if i > 1,

from (c)–(e), one can conclude that E[Z]≤ f (x̂1, . . . , x̂n).





SYMBOLS AND ABBREVIATIONS

In this appendix we summarize some notaion, together with some pointer to relevant literature
for the notions used in this thesis that are not explicitly defined in other chapters.

Some Complexity and Approximation Classes

P languages recognizable in polynomial time by a (deterministic) Turing machine (Garey and Johnson,
1979).

FP functions computable in polynomial time by a (deterministic) Turing machine (Garey and Johnson,
1979).

NP languages recognizable in polynomial time by a nondeterministic Turing machine (Garey and Johnson,
1979).

♯P functions yelding the number of accepting computations innondeterministic polynomial
time Turing machines (Valiant, 1979).

RP languages recongizable in probabilistic polynomial time with one-sided error (Balcázar et al.,
1995).

NCK languages recognized (functions computed by) log-space uniform boolean circuits of bounded
fan-in, polynomial size andO(logkn) depth (Karp and Ramachandran, 1990; Balcázar, Díaz, and Gabarró,
1990).

B (B(s(n), i(n),d(n))) class of languages recognized by Turing machines with simultaneous
complexity bounds (Section 2.2).

NPO NP optimization problems (Section 6.1).

GLO NPO problems with guaranteed local optima (Section 6.2.2).

EG (and RS-good, RS-derandomizable) expectation-guaranteed NPO problems and related
subclasses (Section 6.3).

APX NPO problems approximable in polynomial time within a costant factor (Section 6.1.2).

PTAS NPO problems admitting a polynomial time approximation scheme (Section 6.1.2).

FPTAS NPO problems admitting a fully polynomial time approximation scheme (Section 6.1.2).

MaxNP (and MaxSNP) logically defined NPO problems (Section 6.2.2).
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Models of Computation

RAM random access machine (Section 1.1.1).

PrRAM probabilistic RAM (Section 1.1.2)

TM (NTM) (nondeterministic) Turing machine (Section 2.2).

1-AuxPDA (1-NAuxPDA, 1-UAuxPDA) (nondeterministic, unambibuous) one-way auxiliary push-
down automata (Section 2.3).

Number Rings and Fields

N, Z, Q and R denote, respectively, the ring ofinteger and natural number and the field of
rational andreal numbers.

Basic notation

|ω| the lenght of the stringω

#A the cardinality of setA
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G. Buntrock and K. Lorýs. On growing context-sensitive languages. In W. Kuich, editor, Au-
tomata, Languages and Programming, 19th International Colloquium, volume 623 ofLecture
Notes in Computer Science, pages 77–88, Vienna, Austria, 13–17 July 1992. Springer-Verlag.

H. Chernoff. A measure of asymptotic efficiency of tests of a hypothesis based on the sum of
observations.Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 23:493–507, 1952.

C. Choffrut and M. Goldwurm. Rational transductions and complexity of counting problems.
Mathematical Systems Theory, 28(5):437–450, 1995.

N. Chomsky and M.-P. Schützenberger. The algebraic theory of context-free languages. In
P. Braffort and D. Hirschberg, editors,Computer Programming and Formal Systems, pages
118–161. North-Holland, Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 1963.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 101

L. Comtet. Calcul pratique des coefficients de Taylor d’une fonction algébrique.L’Enseignement
Mathématique, 10:267–270, 1964.

S. A. Cook. Path systems and language recognition. InConference Record of Second Annual
ACM Symposium on Theory of Computing, pages 70–72, Northampton, Massachusetts, 4–6
May 1970.

S. A. Cook. Characterizations of pushdown machines in termsof time-bounded computers.
Journal of the ACM, 18(1):4–18, Jan. 1971.

S. A. Cook. A taxonomy of problems with fast parallel algorithms. Information and Control,
64:2–22, 1985.

P. Crescenzi and V. Kann. A compendium of NP optimization problems. Technical report, Nada
Institute, Stockholm, Sweden, http://nada.kth.se/ viggo/compendium, 1998.

P. Crescenzi, V. Kann, M. Protasi, and L. Trevisan. Structure in approximation classes. In
Proceedings of the 1st Combinatorics and Computing Conference, volume 959 ofLectures
Notes in Computer Science, pages 539–548. Springer-Verlag, 1995.

M. Davis. Computability and Unsolvability. McGraw–Hill, New York, 1958.

M.-P. Delest and G. Viennot. Algebraic languages and polyomino enumeration.Theoretical
Computer Science, 34(1-2):169–206, Nov. 1984.

V. Diekert and Y. Métivier. Partial commutation and traces.In G. Rozenberg and A. Salo-
maa, editors,Handbook on Formal Languages, volume III, pages 457–527. Springer, Berlin-
Heidelberg, 1997.

V. Diekert and G. Rozenberg.The Book of Traces. World Scientific, Singapore, 1995.

J. Earley. An efficient context-free parsing algorithm.Communications of the ACM, 13(2):
94–102, Feb. 1970.

S. Eilenberg and M. P. Schützenberger. Rational sets in commutative monoids. Journal of
Algebra, 13:173–191, 1969.

P. Erd̋os and J. Spencer.Probabilistic Methods in Combinatorics. Academic Press, 1974.

R. Fagin. Generalized first-order spectra and polynomial-time recognizable sets. In R. M. Karp,
editor,Complexity of Computation: Proceedings of a Symposium in Applied Mathematics of
the American Mathematical Society and the Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics,
pages 43–73. American Mathematics Society, Providence R.I., 1974.

D. Feldman, R. Impagliazzo, M. Naor, N. Nisan, S. Rudich, andA. Shamir. On dice and coins:
Models of computation for random generation.Information and Computation, 104(2):159–
174, June 1993.

J. Feller.An Introduction to Probability Theory and its Applications. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,
New York, 1968.

P. Flajolet. Mathematical methods in the analysis of algorithms and data structures. In E. Börger,
editor,Trends in Theoretical Computer Science, chapter 6, pages 225–304. Computer Science
Press, Rockville, Maryland, 1988.



102 BIBLIOGRAPHY

P. Flajolet, P. Zimmerman, and B. Van Cutsem. A calculus for the random generation of labelled
combinatorial structures.Theoretical Computer Science, 132(1-2):1–35, 1994.

M. R. Garey and D. S. Johnson.Computers and Intractability. A Guide to the Theory of NP-
Completeness. W. H. Freeman & Co., San Francisco, 1979.

J. Gill. Computational complexity of probabilistic turingmachines.SIAM Journal of Computing,
6:675–695, 1977.

A. V. Goldberg and M. Sipser. Compression and ranking.SIAM Journal on Computing, 20(3):
524–536, June 1991.

M. Goldwurm. Random generation of words in an algebraic language in linear binary space.
Information Processing Letters, 54(4):229–233, 1995.

D. H. Greene and D. E. Knuth.Mathematics for the analysis of algorithms, volume 1. Progress
in computer science, Birkhäuser, Basel, CH, 1981.

G. Grossi. Expectation-Guaranteed Local Search and related Neural and Genetic Heuristics.
PhD thesis, Dipartimento di Scienze dell’Informazione – Università degli Studi di Milano,
1999.

M. A. Harrison. Introduction to Formal Language Theory. Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA,
1978.

D. Hochbaum. Approximation Algorithms for NP-hard Problems. PWS Publishing, Boston,
1997.

W. Hoeffding. Probability inequalities for sums of boundedrandom variables.Journal of the
American Statistical Association, 58:13–30, 1963.

J. E. Hopcroft and J. D. Ullman.Introduction to Automata Theory, Language, and Computation.
Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA, 1979.

D. T. Huynh. The complexity of ranking simple languages.Mathematical Systems Theory, 23
(1):1–19, 1990.

D. T. Huynh. Effective entropies and data compression.Information and Computation, 90(1):
67–85, Jan. 1991.

M. Jerrum and A. Sinclair. Approximate counting, uniform generation and rapidly mixing
markov chains.Information and Computation, 82:93–133, 1989.

M. R. Jerrum, L. G. Valiant, and V. V. Vazirani. Random generation of combinatorial structures
from a uniform distribution.Theoretical Computer Science, 43(2-3):169–188, 1986.

D. S. Johnson, C. H. Papadimitriou, and M. Yannakakis. How easy is local search?J. Comput.
Syst. Sci., 37:79–100, 1988.

R. Karp and V. Ramachandran. A survey of parallel algorithmsfor shared-memory machines. In
J. V. Leeuwen, editor,Handbook of Theoretical Computer Science, volume A, pages 869–941.
North–Holland, 1990.

R. M. Karp. Reducibility among combinatorial problems. In R. E. Miller and J. W. Thatcher,
editors, Complexity of Computer Computations, pages 85–103. Plenum Press, New York,
1972.



BIBLIOGRAPHY 103

R. M. Karp, M. Luby, and N. Madras. Monte-carlo approximation algorithms for enumeration
problems.Journal of Algorithms, 10:429–448, 1989.

S. Khanna, R. Motwani, M. Sudan, and U. Vazirani. On syntactic versus computational views
of approximability. InProceedings of the 35rd Annual IEEE Symposium on the Foundations
of Computer Science, pages 819–830. IEEE Computer Society, 1994.

P. G. Kolaitis and M. N. Thakur. Logical definability of NP optimization problems.Information
and Computation, 115:321–353, 1994.

S. Lang.Algebra. Addison-Wesley, Reading, MA, 3rd edition, 1994.

A. Nijenhuis and H. S. Wilf.Combinatorial Algorithms. Academic Press, 2nd edition, 1978.

C. H. Papadimitriou.Computational Complexity. Addison-Wesley Publishing Company, 1994.

C. H. Papadimitriou and M. Yannakakis. Optimization, approximation, and complexity classes.
Journal of Computer and System Science, 43:425–440, 1991.

H. J. Rogers.Theory of Recursive Functions and Effective Computability. McGraw-Hill, New
York, 1967.

J. Sakarovitch. On regular trace languages.Theoretical Computer Science, 52(1-2):59–75, 1987.

C. P. Schnorr. Optimal algorithms for self-reducible problems. In S. Michaelson and R. Milner,
editors,Third International Colloquium on Automata, Languages andProgramming, pages
322–337, University of Edinburgh, 20–23 July 1976. Edinburgh University Press.

J. Simon. On the difference between one and many. In A. Salomaa and M. Steinby, editors,
Proceedings of the 4th Colloquium on Automata, Languages and Programming, volume 52
of LNCS, pages 450–491, Turku, Finland, July 1977. Springer.

A. Sinclair. Randomized Algorithms for Counting and Genetaring Combinatorial Structures.
PhD thesis, University of Edinburgh, 1988.

L. J. Stockmeyer. The polynomial-time hierarchy.Theoretical Computer Science, 3(1):1–22,
Oct. 1977.

L. J. Stockmeyer. The complexity of approximate counting. In ACM Symposium on Theory of
Computing, pages 118–126, Baltimore, USA, Apr. 1983. ACM Press.

A. Szepietowski. Turing Machines with Sublogarithmic Space. Lecture Notes in Computer
Science 843. Springer Verlag, 1994.

L. G. Valiant. The complexity of combinatorial computations: An introduction.GI Jahrestagung
Informatik, pages 326–337, 1978.

L. G. Valiant. The complexity of computing the permanent.Theoretical Computer Science, 8
(2):189–201, Apr. 1979.

L. G. Valiant, S. Skyum, S. J. Berkowitz, and C. Rackoff. Fastparallel computation of polyno-
mials using few processors.SIAM Journal on Computing, 12(4):641–644, Nov. 1983.

J. von zur Gathen and G. Seroussi. Boolean circuits versus arithmetic circuits.Information and
Computation, 91(1):142–154, Mar. 1991.



I NDEX

arithmetic circuit
constants, 73
depth, 73
inputs, 73
output, 73
representing a polynomial, 74

exactly, 74
size, 73

one-way auxiliary pushdown automata
accepting state, 24
ambiguity, 25
auxiliary tape, 24
computational complexity, 25
finite control, 24
initial pushdown symbol, 24
initial state, 24
input tape, 24
language accepted, 24
next-move function, 24
nondeterministic, 25
polynomially ambiguous, 49
pushdown store, 24
realizable pair, 49
semantic, 24
space, 25
states, 24
surface configuration, 49
symbol, 24
time, 25
unambiguous, 25

context-free grammar
ambiguity, 42
Chomsky normal form, 42
finitely ambiguous, 42
polynomially ambiguous, 42
unambiguous, 42

context-free language
inherently ambiguous, 47

polynomially ambiguous, 47
unambiguous, 47

combinatorial structure
census function, 29
description, 33
domain, 29
product, 39
randomized approximation scheme, 31
randomized exact counter, 32
size, 29
uniform random generator, 30
union, 39

local search
global maximum, 65
initial solution, 65
local maximum, 65

NP optimization problem, 60
AP-reduction, 64
approximation algorithm, 61
approximation scheme, 61

fully polynomial, 61
polynomial, 61

approximation-preserving reductions, 63
closure, 64
complete, 64
decision version, 60
expectation-guaranteed, 68
feasible solutions, 60
guaranteed local optima, 65
hard, 64
instances, 60
logical definability, 62
measure, 60
objective function, 60
optimum, 60
optimum solution, 60
performance ratio, 61
polynomially bounded, 60



INDEX 105

relative error, 61
value, 60

neighborhood structure
h-bounded, 64
neighbor, 64
neighborhood, 64

polynomial, 72
degree, 72
evaluation, 72
indeterminate, 72
substitution, 72

probabilistic random access machine
computational complexity, 7
number of random bits, 7
random tape, 6
semantic, 6

random access machine
computational complexity, 4
indirect addressing, 2
input tape, 2
instruction pointer, 3
memory, 2
memory map, 3
output tape, 2
program, 2
semantic, 3
value of an operand, 3

Turing machine
accepting state, 20
ambiguity, 21
finite control, 20
initial state, 20
input tape, 20
inversions, 21
language accepted, 21
next-move function, 20
nondeterministic, 21
oracle tape, 13
output tape, 20
query state, 13
semantic, 20, 21
space, 21
states, 20
tape symbol, 20
time, 21

trace language, 52
ambiguity, 52
finitely ambiguous, 52
polynomially ambiguous, 52

rational, 52
extended one-way auxiliary pushdown au-

tomata
ambiguity, 26
relation accepted, 26
space, 26
time, 26

extended Turing machine
ambiguity, 21
inversions, 21
relation accepted, 21
semantic, 21
space, 21
time, 21

p@p-relation
almost uniform generator, 11

tolerance, 11
exact uniform generator, 12
randomized approximate counter, 12
randomized approximation scheme, 12

ambiguity
one-way auxiliary pushdown automata,

25, 49
extended, 26

Turing machine, 21
extended, 21

context-free
grammar, 42
language, 47

description, of a combinatorial structure,
34

trace language, 52
ambiguous description,seecombinatorial struc-

ture
arithmetic circuit, 73

bounded expected time probabilistic algo-
rithms, 5

bounded time probabilistic algorithms, 5

combinatorial optimization, 60
combinatorial structure, 29
computational complexity

one-way auxiliary pushdown automata
extended, 26
nondeterministic, 25

random access machine, 4
probabilistic, 7

Turing machine, 21



106 INDEX

extended, 21
nondeterministic, 21

context-free grammar, 42
cost criterion

random access machine, 4
logarithmic, 4
uniform, 4

description,seecombinatorial structure
deterministic finite automaton, 33
dotted productions,seeweighted dotted pro-

ductions

expectation-guaranteed,seeNP optimization
problem

extended one-way auxiliary pushdown au-
tomata, 25

extended Turing machine, 21

feasible model of computation, 6
finitely ambiguous

context-free language, 47
trace language, 52

language accepted
one-way auxiliary pushdown automata,

24
Turing machine, 21

lexicographic order, 18
local search paradigm, 64

method of conditional expectation, 69
model of computation, 1

neighborhood structure, 64
nondeterministic one-way auxiliary pushdown

automata,seeone-way auxiliary push-
down automata

nondeterministic Turing machine,seeTur-
ing machine

one-way auxiliary pushdown automata
extended,seeextended one-way auxil-

iary pushdown automata
one-way auxiliary pushdown automaton, 24
one-way unambiguous auxiliary pushdown

automata,seeone-way auxiliary push-
down automata

p-relation, 10
self-reducible, 10

partial recursive functions, 3

permanent, 74
polynomial hierarchy, 13
polynomially ambiguous

one-way auxiliary pushdown automata,
49

context-free language, 47
trace language, 52

polynomially related, 5
probabilistic random access machine, 6
probabilistic Turing machine, 5

random access machine, 2
randomized approximation scheme

combinatorial structure, 31
p@p-relation, 12

randomized counter
combinatorial structure (exact), 32
p@p-relation (approximate), 12

rank
for formal languages, 18
for relations, 18

relation accepted
extended one-way auxiliary pushdown

automata, 26
extended Turing machine, 21

search functions, 9
semantic

one-way auxiliary pushdown automata,
24

extended, 25
random access machine, 3

probabilistic, 6
Turing machine, 20

extended, 21
nondeterministic, 21

slice relation, 11, 19
source of randomness, 5
string relations, 9

Turing machine, 2
deterministic, 20
extended,seeextended Turing machine
with oracle, 13

uniform generator
combinatorial structure, 30
p@p-relation (almost), 11
p@p-relation (exact), 12

unrank
for formal languages, 18



INDEX 107

for relations, 18
unranking

for formal languages, 19
for relations, 19

versions of combinatorial problem, 9

weighted dotted productions, 44



This thesis was written usingfreeandopen sourcesoftware only. In particular,

(i) Linux, the operating system, mainly due toLinus Torvalds;

(ii) TEX, together with LATEX andAMS-LATEX, the typesetting software, respectively and mainly due to
Donald Knuth, Leslie Lamportand theAmerican Mathematical Society;

(iii) {X}Emacs, together with AUCTeX, RefTeX and XFig, the typesetting editor and environment,
respectively and mainly due toRichard Stallmann, Kresten Krab Thorup, Carsten Dominikand
Supoj Sutanthavibul.

I would like to thank all of them and the people of the free and open source community for giving us such
an incredible effort in developing extraordinary pieces ofsoftware.


	1 Preliminary Notions
	1.1 The Model of Computation
	1.1.1 The classic RAM model
	1.1.2 The PrRAM model
	1.1.3 An example of algorithm

	1.2 The Notion of p-Relation
	1.2.1 p-Relations
	1.2.2 Self-reducible p-relations

	1.3 A Short Survey
	1.3.1 Basic definitions
	1.3.2 A theoretical solution to random generation
	1.3.3 Relationships with other versions of combinatorial problems
	1.3.4 Almost uniform generation and approximate counting


	2 Uniform Random Generation Through Ranking
	2.1 Ranking p-Relations and Uniform Random Generation
	2.1.1 The ranking for formal languages
	2.1.2 The case of relations
	2.1.3 The unranking
	2.1.4 A uniform random generator

	2.2 Turing Machines with Simultaneous Complexity Bounds
	2.2.1 The case of formal languages
	2.2.2 An extension to p-relations

	2.3 One-way Auxiliary Pushdown Automata
	2.3.1 The case of formal languages
	2.3.2 An extension to p-relations


	3 Ambiguous Descriptions
	3.1 Combinatorial Structures
	3.1.1 Uniform random generator
	3.1.2 Randomized approximation scheme
	3.1.3 Randomized exact counter
	3.1.4 An example: regular languages

	3.2 Ambiguous Description
	3.2.1 Uniform random generation
	3.2.2 Randomized counting

	3.3 Simple Applications

	4 Applications to Formal Languages
	4.1 Context-Free Languages
	4.1.1 Uniform random generation of derivation trees
	4.1.2 Earley's algorithm for counting derivations
	4.1.3 Inherently ambiguous context-free languages
	4.1.4 The grammar as a part of the input

	4.2 One-way Nondeterministic Auxiliary Pushdown Automata
	4.3 Rational Trace Languages

	5 Some Remarks
	5.1 From Combinatorial Structures to p-Relations
	5.2 The p-Union
	5.3 The p-Complement

	6 Applications to Combinatorial Optimization
	6.1 Some Basic Definitions and Properties
	6.1.1 The class NPO
	6.1.2 Approximation algorithms and approximation classes
	6.1.3 Logically definable approximation classes
	6.1.4 Approximation preserving reductions

	6.2 Local Search
	6.2.1 The basic idea
	6.2.2 Local search and NPO problems

	6.3 The ``Expectation-Guaranteed'' Class
	6.3.1 Randomized choice of initial solutions
	6.3.2 Derandomization: the EG class
	6.3.3 The method of conditional expectation
	6.3.4 Derandomization and the EG class

	6.4 Derandomization and Arithmetic Circuits
	6.4.1 Polynomials and arithmetic circuits
	6.4.2 Back to our problem

	6.5 Conclusions

	7 Conclusions and Open Problems
	A Technicalities
	A.1 Some Lemmas
	A.2 Probabilisitc Detour
	A.2.1 Hoeffding's inequality
	A.2.2 Improving randomized algorithms
	A.2.3 The method of conditional expectation



